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mVESTIGATION OF THE CONDUCT OF THE EXCISE BOARD OF 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 



TUESDAY, FEBBUABY 23, 1915. 

Special Committee, 

United States Senate, 

WasMngtonf D, 0. 

The special committee met at 2 o'clock p. m., in the room of the 
GotnMittee on Indian AfPairs of the United States Senate, in the 
Capitol. 

rresent: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
Dillingham. 

The Chairman. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 
With the consent of the committee a copy of the resolution author- 
ising this investigation will be here set out in the record. 

T^e resolution is as follows: 

[S. Res. 522.] 

Re^oli>ed, That the special committee appointed by the President of the Senate to 
investigate the conduct of the excise board is hereby further authorized to investigate 
fdlly into the manner in which the excise law. so called, is bein? administered in the 
nistrict of Columbia, ahd said committee is hereby authorized to send for persons 
and papers, to administer oaths, to compel the attendance of witnesses, to employ 
stenographers to report such hearings as may be had at a rate not to exceed $1 per 
pointed page. The expense of such hearings shall be paid out of the contingent 
expenses of the Senate, upon vouchers to be approved by the chairman of the said 
special committee. The said committee is also authorized to ait during the sessions 
of the Senate. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I move that if anyone except a 
member of the committee desires to ask any witness any question, 
such question shall be reduced to writing and handed to the chairman. 

(The motion being seconded, the question was taken and the motion 
was agreed to.) 

The Chairman. Gentlemen, I have asked Mr. Waldo C. Hibbs, the 
inspector for the excise board, to appear to-day and testify. He is 
here, and I will ask him to take the stand and be sworn. 

TESTIMONT OF WALDO C. HIBBS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Mr. Hibbs, state your full name and your local 
address ? 
Mr. HiBBS. Waldo C. Hibbs, No. 3016 Dumbarton Avenue NW. 
The Chairman. What is your official position? 
lifc. Hibbs. Inspector for the excise board. 
The Chairman. When were you appointed? 

3 



4 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. HiBBs. About September 4 ; early in September. I can get that 
exact date for the record later. 

The Chairman. What year? 

Mr. HiBBS. 1913; a year ago this September. 

The Chairman. When did the present board begin operations? 

Mr. HiBBS. About September 4. It was appointed, but there was. 
some delay about getting the exact members, and it did not get down 
to work. 

The Chairman. You were appointed by the board ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What are your duties ? 

Mr. HiBBS. My duties are as inspector under the direction of the 
board to do what the board tells me to do. That is what I have 
always understood, in general. 

The Chairman. Does the law authorizing your appointment specify 
your duties? 

Mr. HiBBS. The law savs that the inspector shall make inspections 
by direction of the excise board. 

The Chairman. Shall make inspections ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes. 

The Chairman. Of what? 
. Mr. HiBBS. Of Ucensed places. 

The Chairman. Have you been assigned any other work besides 
that of inspecting saloons? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have, sir. 

The Chairman. What work is that ? 

Mr. HiBBS. That of reporting stenographically the hearings before 
the excise board in regard to licenses. 

The Chairman. What connection has that work with the work of 
an inspector? 

Mr. HiBBS. It was simply a part of the work that had to be done, 
in view of the great pressure the first year upon the exicse board, and 
its lack of more clerical force. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, then, the stenographic work 
has no necessaiy relation to inspection work ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Not necessarily, except as part of the record of the 
particular licensed places to which each hearing would refer. 

The Chairman. 1 understand, but the clerical work of taking down 
these hearings is really not a part of the inspection work? 

Mr. HiBBs. Not so stipulated in the law; no. 

The Chairman. How many of those hearings did you take down? 

Mr. HiBBS. I think I have the record here so far of 763 hearings, 
some lasting nearly all day, the average being an hour or an hour 
and a half or five hours. 

The Chairman. Please read the paragraph in the law there author- 
izW your appointment as inspector. 

Mr. HiBBs. It is paragraph 3 of the law, which reads as follows: 

Par. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 per annum 
and an inspector with police powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Said inspector 
shall miake inspections oa may be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board, and make full report of such inspections to the board. He shall wear a badge 
indicating that he is such inspector of the excise board. The board shall keep a fuQ 
record of all applications for license, of all recommendations for and remonstrances 
against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken thereon. 
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EXCISE BOAED OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 5 

The Chairman. Have you your badge with you ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir; I haven't it with me. 

The Chairman. How is that? 

Mr. HiBBS. I haven't it with me to-daj. 

The Chaikman. What kind of a badge is that ? 

Mr. HiBBS. It is a small badge that was made some time ago, of a 

feneral shield shape; not like a policeman's badge. It is a special 
adge that was made. 

Tne Chairman. How much of your time has been taken up in 
taking down these hearings? 

Afr. HiBBS. There have oeen hearings before the board for months 
at a time, every day, with lapses between, and sometimes I was all 
day at hearings, and there would be five or six hearings a day, and 
again sometimes a hearing would take all day. That is about the 
best I can say. Of course, I have been engaged on other matters^ 
in routing out the inspections for the members of the board themselves 
who made inspections of all transfer places, and special matters that 
came up in which they wished to be particularly mformed; and they 
inspected also personally all licensed places when the time came for 
applications for renewals — ^when applications for renewal had been 
made, I should say. They went out and inspected all places. 

The Chairman. Are you a stenographer? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes, fair; I will not say that I am an expert. 

The Chairman. You found all of the 130 saloons you inspected to 
be complymg with the regulations and with the law? 

Mr. UiBBS. I did, so far as the law is concerned; and as to matters 
of better administration, you will find many things of that sort on the 
reports. 

The Chairman. And you were not required to inspect the remain- 
ing saloons for which you have no reports here ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir; from the fact tnat it was impossible to do both. 

The Chairman. It was impossible to do the clerical work they 
assigned to you, and the inspecting work. for which you were ap- 
pointed ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You say there are 300 saloons in the city ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Known as barrooms in the law; ves, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Including barrooms in notels and restaurants 
and places of that kind ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Oh, they have all to come imder what is called the 
barroom hcense. 

Senator Thompson. In that number you include everything ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Yes; all except wholesale places. 

Senator Thompson. How long has that number been maintained at 
300? 

Mr. HiBBs. Since November 1. 

Senator Thompson. Since November 1 of last year ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No; this past November. The law says that beginning 
in November, 1914, there shall not be more than 300 saloons. 

Senator Thompson. Do you maintain it at that figure all the time ? 

Mr. HiBBS. We can not go above that. 

Senator Thompson. Do you ever go below it ? 

Mr. HiBBS. There were 297 granted the 1st of November, and then 
there were 3 that have been added since then. 
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Senator Thompson. It is the purpose of the board, then, to keep 
it at the maximum number ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Now, I could not answer for the board. 

Senator Thompson. That is what they seem to intend, by making 
it 300 since November. 

Mr. HiBBS. I would rather have you ask them. 

Senator Thompson. That is what they did ? 

Mr. HiBBS. They have granted up to this time 300 barroom 
licenses. 

Senator Thompson. If one of them should go out of business, you 
would inspect another place to see if it could go in; is that it? 

Mr. HiBBS. No; not unless application were made for it. 

Senator Thompson. Are there not applications now for a large 
number more ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Not for originals; no, sir; only for transfers. I think 
there are about 80 applications pending for transfers. 

Senator Thompson. Your principal duty, as I understand it, is to 
take down the proceedings when the board is hearing on these 
applications? 

Mr. HiBBs. Yes, sir; and any incidental clerical work. Of course 
that reaches out and includes other work. 

Senator Thompson. Have you made transcripts in any cases ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have made various transcripts. 

Senator Thompson. Have you them with you ? 

li<fr. HiBBs. No; I was not asked to bring them up. 

Senator Thompson. Would not the committee like to have them? 

The Chairman. Yes; we are going to ask for them from the com- 
missioners. 

Senator Thompson. He said that he had made transcripts, and I 
thought maybe he would bring them up. You have access to them? 

lifc*. HiBBS. Yes; they are part of what you call the minutes of the 
board. 

Senator Thompson. What is the principal proceeding on an 
apphcation ? 

Mr. HiBBS. The apphcation is filed in due form according to the 
provisions of the act, the place is posted for at least 15 days, all 
protestants are notified that hearing will be held, the hcensee is 
notified. 

Senator Thompson. Notified in what way ? 

Mr. HiBBS. WeU, usualljr by a little written notice. The hearing 
being set for a particular time they appear and the board hears the 
apphcants and those persons who are against the granting of the 
hcense. 

Senator Thompson. When you make this personal inspection that 
you claim to have made in these 130 cases, what do you do ? What 
did voudo there? 

Air. HiBBS. I go into a place and I do not announce myself. I go 
into a place — and I am quite well known to all hcensees, however — 
look about knd see that tnings are sanitary; that there is no disorder 
there; that the place is apparently being conducted in a proper 
manner, and make a few notes on a sheet of paper or in a book, or 
whatever I have with me, and then later transcnbe it to the perma- 
nent record. 

Senator Thompson. Then is there a hearing afterwards on that ? 
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Mr. HiBBS. No; I do not examine the places which are propQ3ed 
to ]ye licensed. The board does that, personally. 

Senator Thompson. That was my understanding of it. Then, I 
understood wrong. 

Mr. HiBBS. These, you understand, are the routine day-to-day 
examinations. The reports which you have in your hand are the 
reports of the routine day-to-day examinations. 

Senator Thompson. 1 got a wrong impression from your testi- 
mony. I thought you had examined 130 oi these places as inspector i 

Mr. HiBBS. No; I have examined simply 130 licensed places under 
the provisions 

Senator Jones. You examined them after the Ucenses were granted 
instead of before ? 

Mr. HiBBS. After the Ucenses were granted. The board itself 
looked into aU places where Ucenses were to be granted. 

Senator Thompson.* Then you do not know anything about what 
|)hey do ? 

Mr. HiBBS. The board itself ? No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You do not have anything to do with that 
part of it, except to take down hearings ? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. I got a wrong impression from your testimony. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, most of his time has been 
taken up with stenographic work in connection with the hearings, 
when his duty as inspector would necessitate his examining these 
saloons from time to time — the entire 300 ? 

Mr. HiBBs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Are you the inspector who is appointed under 
paragraph 3 of the excise law ? 

Mr. HiBBs. As inspector. You notice paragraph 3 says: 

The board shall keep a full record of all applications for license, of all recommenda- 
Hooa for and remonstrances against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken 
thereon. 

Somebody had to do that work. 

Senator Jones. What about this clerk who is provided for at 
$1,500 a year? 

Mr. HiBBs, He has a great deal to do. 

Senator Jones. Did not he do any of that work? 

Mr. HiBBS. Incidentally, in connection with it, he did a good deal. 

Senator Jones. What nas he to do ? 

Mr. HiBBS. He has records to keep; he has various errands for 
the board. I think you will find he has a good deal to do. 

Senator Jones. Did he not take any of this testimony on applica- 
tions ? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. He did not take any of that ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. What was he doing when all those hearings were 
being held ? 

Mr. HiBBS. There is a good deal more work than hearings going 
on in the board. 

Senator Jones. That is clerical work, is it not? 

Mr. HiBBS. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Jones. You did not understand you were to do steno- 
graphic work when you were appointed as inspector with police 
powers ? 

Mr. HiBBS. It was found afterwards that this would have to be 
done: 

Senator Jones. And that the clerk they had appointed could not 
doit? 

Mr. HiBBS. There was nothing stated about appointing a clerk 
who was a stenographer, that I rfcall. 

Senator Jones. So that the clerk they appointed could not do 
those things, anyway ? 

Mr. HiBBS. 1 ou understand that the record that was kept under 
the old law was not a stenographic record ? 

Senator Jones. I understand. 

Mr. HiBBS. It was decided after this board came in 

Senator Jones. I understand. 

Mr. HiBBS (continuing). And after I was there, that it would be 
best to take a steno g raphic record, and they did that. 

Senator Jones. Why did they not have the clerk do it t 

Mr. HiBBS. I doubt if that was — I do not know anything about 
that being in contemplation previous to that time. 

Senator Jones. They have made out of you practically a clerk, 
bave they not, thus far 1 

Mr. HiBBS. I have had a great deal of clerical work to do. 

Senator Jones. Yes. Now, you have not made any inspections 
since the 1st of November to see specially how these saloons were 
conducted and whether they were complying with the law, have you t 

Mr. HiBBS. Not this year. 

Senator Jones. No. Has the board ever issued any directions to 
you with reference to that ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have received no written instructions; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. Have you received oral instructions ? You see, 
the law says: 

Said inspector shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the 
orders of the board, and make full report of such inspectionc to the board. 

Have they issued any instructions to you witk reference to inspect- 
ing saloons to see whether or not they were complying with the law 1 

Mr. HiBBS. They have not ordered me to get out and inspect the 
saloons; no. My work has kept me there. 

Senator Jones. In the oflBice ? 

Mr. HiBBS. A great deal. I have been out incidentally to look up 
any Uttle matter, very often that did not require any report. 

Senator Jones. You have not gone out, however, for the specific 
work of going around with poUce powers to see that the saloons were 
complying with the law ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir; except as the reports I have brought here show 
you. 

Senator Jones. You have not done any of that since November ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Not since November. We had 523 hearings to write 
up for this last year. 

Senator Jones. Yes; I understand that. I do not understand that 
was your duty as inspector under the law, though apparently that is 
what they have made your duties to be. Did you not understand 
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when you were appointed inspector under the law that it was largely 
your duty to see that saloons were complying with the law as an 
inspector ? 

Mr. HiBBS. Under the orders of the board? 

Senator Jones. Yes, certainly; but the board has not issued any 
orders as a matter of fact, and since the 1st of November you have 
not been making any investigations to see whether they were com- 
plying with the law or not ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, not this year — this license year — I have not. 

The Chairman. Did they ever ask you to inspect conditions in 
the saloon in the Hotel Grand ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No; they have not. 

The Chairman. Did they ever ask you to inspect the conduct of 
the Hotel Ebbitt in the conducting of its bar and the serving of 
liquors ? 

Mr. HiBBs. They have not. 

The Chairman. Or the Tremont ? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have they directed you to investigate the charges 
regardmg certain saloons bemg on nonbusiness streets or m residence 
districts? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir; that I do not believe is a part or my labors. 
That would be a judgment of the board itself. 

The Chairman. But they have not asked you to do that with any 
inspection ? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you examined at any time conditions in 
Jackson Alley ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have not. 

The Chairman. Or have you examined conditions in Wileys 
Court? 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Or in Snows Court? 

Mr. HiBBS. No, sir. Those things are brought out by testimony 
at hearings when applications for licenses in such neighborhoods are 
made. 

The Chairman. I understand, but facts may afterwards develop 
to show those alleys have become such unfit places that saloons shall 
not operate within a certain distance of them, under the spirit of the 
law. 

Mr. HiBBS. The board, as I understand, has examined all loca- 
tions where there have been appUcations for transfer or license, 
particularly 

The Chairman. I am not asking you about that. I am asking 
you about the examination of conditions after licenses are granted. 

Mr. HiBBs. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the so-caUed jug 
trade in the residence districts in connection with the so-caUed whole- 
sale saloons ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I do not. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about whether the 
saloons — any of the saloons — are violating the regulations with 
reference to obscene pictures ? 
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Mr. HiBBS. In all cases where I had noticed any picture that 
was suggestive — I did not notice any obscene pictures, as I recall — I 
have suggested to the licensee that he remove it, and in all cases that 
has been done. 

The Chaieman. You have made no observations, however, of that 
character, since November ? 

Mr. HiBBS. No. I know that the board itself ordered out numbers 
of pictures, especially in cases where they were large pictures or 
costly — ^had cost the owner some money — and 

The Chairman. The law requires saloons on Sundays and hohdays 
to have all screens removed from their windows. Have you made any 
investigation of that since November ? 

Mr. HiBBS. I have not. The poUce are particularly interested in 
that. 

Senator Jones. Why do you suppose the law gave you pohcj^ 
powers if it did not expect you to see whether the law was being 
violated or not ? 

Mr. HiBBS. In the event of any occasion to exercise those powers. 

Senator Jones. How would you know whether you had any occa- 
sion to exercise them if you did not make some investigation or somQ 
inspection ? As I understand your position, you understand you are 
not to make these inspections except upon the order of the board; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. HiBBS. That is what I understood. 

Senator Jones. And they have not issued any orders to you ? 

Mr. HiBBS. They have not done so. 

Senator Dillingham. I have had handed to me what purports to be 
inspection reports, in which I see the phrase is commonly used, '^No 
comment necessary.'' What does that mean? 

Mr. HiBBS. That means where there was nothing noted out of the 
way or necessary to be referred to in the report. 

The Chairman. I beheve that is all now, Mr. Hibbs. 

Mr. HiBBs. I hope that I have answered to your satisfaction. 

(The witness was excused.) 

The Chairman. Gentlemen of the committee, I wish at this poini; 
to put into the record a letter addressed to the district surveyor asking 
him to measure the distances between certain saloons and houses oi 
worship, public schoolhouses, colleges, and universities, following 
the shortest course of travel, the shortest course a person would walK 
from the entrance over a pubUc right of way. A Ust of saloons, which 
I have given him, embodies a hst that' was presented by Senator 
Jones in his speech in the Senate the other day, the speech which led 
to the motion for this investigation. The district surveyor is now 
at work on that matter, and in order to have the record complete my 
letter to him will be inserted at this point. 

(At 2 p. m. the committee took a recess until 4 o'clock p. m.) 

(The letter above referred to by the chairman is here prmted in the 
record in full, as follows:) 

February 22, 1915. 

My Dear Sir: You are hereby requested by the Excise Investigation CoDfimittee of 
the United States Senate to measure the distances in feet between the saloons and 
houses of religious worship, public school houses, colleges, and universities mentioned 
below, following the shortest course a person may walk from entrance to entrance over 
a public right of way . In measuring between entrances you will please use the entrance 
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in the saloons nearest the houses mentioned and the entrance in the said houses the 
nearest to the saloons: 

John J. Allen, 807 North Capitol Street, St. Aloysius Church. 

Michael Daley, 1319 Seventh Street NW., Church of the Immaculate Conception. 

John D. O'Connor, 918 Ninth Street NW., College of Pharmacy. 

August H. Plugge, 1317 Seventh Street NW., Church of the Immaculate Conception* 

Jolm J. Brosnan, 506 Four-and-a-half Street NW., Jewish church on E Street. 

James J. O'Donnell, 333 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Metropolitan Presbyterian 
Church. 

Patrick J. McDonald, 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., Wallach Public School. 

John G. Graff, 222 Seventh Street SE., Eastern High School. 

W. J. & Jeremiah Costello, 600 G Street NW., Greek Catholic Church. 

Margaret Casey, 114 H Street NW., public school. 

John T. O'Day, 921 Ninth Street NW., College of Pharmacy. 

John F. Schriner, 730 Fourteenth Street NW., New York Avenue Church. 

Mart T. Schulz, 607 G Street NW., Greek Church. 

John F. Killeen, 1314 Wisconsin Avenue, Methodist Episcopal Church. 

Chas. H. Morris, 2029 K Street NW., Stevens Public School. 

Robt. H. Snook, 825 Seventh Street NW., Calvary Baptist Church. 

Frank P. Poch, 900 Four-and-a-half Street SW., public school house. 

Hugh F. Harvey, 1913 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Union Methodist Episcopal 
Church. 

John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol Street SE., public school. 

John J. Daley. 306 Sixth Street NW., Central Union Mission. 

Luther H. McMillan, 1421 G Street NW., Success Shorthand School, Temple Busi- 
ness School. 

*Frank L. Ash, 1330 Twenty-eighth Street NW. 

*Eugent T. Lyddans, 1422 Wisconsin Avenue. 

*Lawrence A. McCormick, 327 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

*Henry S. Byrd & Martin J. Barry, 521 G Street NW. 

*Wm. Herman, 1519 Seventeeth Street NW. 

With respect to the last five locations marked (*), wholesale places, give nearest dis- 
tance as above to nearest church, school, or college. 
Yours, very truly, 



Mr. M. C. Hazen, 

District Surveyor, Washington^ D. C. 



Chairman Investigation Committee. 



The reports of Mr. Hibbs, as inspector, submitted by him, are aa 
follows; 

Office of the Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

inspector's reports. 

December 5, 1913. 

4 B. R. 1343 E NW. Ernst Gerstenberg. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. Hibbs, 
Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

7 B. 1331-1333 E NW. Shoomaker Co. (Inc.). Inspected p. m. Aug. W. Noack^ 
Pr. No comment necessary. 

W. C. Hibbs, 
Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



May 28, 1914. 

B 9. Michael Morris, 3004 M NW. Mixed trade. General repairs being made; 
toilet included. Condition good. 

W. C. Hibbs, 
Inspector Excise Board, D. G. 
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May 26, 1914. 
B 16. John J. Sullivan, 1331 35th NW. Toilet good. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

26 B. R. 922 Pa. Ave. NW. Geo. J. Bessler. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

33 B. Patrick J. O'Keefe, 904 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspection p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C, 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

41 B. Chas. K. Heath (Charles Hotel). Inspected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

44 B. B. Levi Woodbury, 6th and Pa. Ave. NW., St. James Hotel. Inspected 
above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS 

Inspector Excise- Board, D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 

48 B. 1338 14th NW. John F. Meenehan Co. Toilet to be refitted. Colored and 
white trade; continuous bar. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 26, 1914. 

B 51. George T; Harper. 3285 M NW. White trade. Toilet good. Conditions 
excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 26, 1914. 

B 60. Patrick F. Carr. 3605 M NW. White trade. Toilet excellent. Condi- 
tions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec 9, 1913. 

77 B. 350 Pa. Ave. NW. Michael J. Lynch. Inspected above date a. m. Licensee 
advised to have toilet painted or kalsomined. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

, Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Feb. 6, 1914. 

94 B. 601-3 7th NW. Myer M. Stern. Inspected. Complaint as to nuisance of 
toilet use by customers made by tenants of 637i F NW. Found toilet of bar con- 
nected with public hallway of office building in which barroom situated, and was in 
effect public toilet. It was suggested to licensee that door to public hallway be kept 
closed and locked. Licensee agreed to this, admitting that toilet had become a 
public one for neighborhood, though supposed to belong to his premises. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
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Dec. 8, 1913. 

98 BR. R. 1312 E NW. Louis P. Costley. Inspection p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

103 B. John Fitzmorris, pres. 640 Pa. Ave. NW. Commercial Ho. Co., Inc^ 
H. E. E. Inspected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C, 

May 15, 1914. 
B 105. Wm. Xander, 3238 M NW. Toilet in process of change. Conditions fair^ 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 

Dec. 9, 1913. 

106 B. R. Edelin, Wm. J., 348 Pa. Av. NW. Inspected above date a. m. No- 
comment necessary. Licensee advised as to necessity for clean toilets in barrooms. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

Ill B. R. Herman C. Ewajd, 604 Pa. Ave NW. No comment necessary. Extra 
entrance granted Mar. 5, 1914. 

Ikspegtob Excise Boabd, D. C. 



April 29, 1914. ' 
B 115. 918 9th St., NW. John D. O'Connor. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 

Dec 9, 1913. 

120 B. Mades, Charles. 300 Pa. Ave., NW. Inspected above date a. m. Na 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

May 19, 1914." 

B 124. Tim. H. O'Connor, 1217 E, NW. Mixed trade. Toilet to be changed. 
Fair. Rear yard not used by licensee. Conditions there bad. H.O. notified. Condi- 
tion3 fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

^ Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

135 B. Hotel. 301 Pa. Av., NW. John Zirwes, Hotel Vendome. Inspected 
above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, V. C, 

May 19, 1914. 
B136. Fritz Herzog, 1115 E, NW. White trade. Rest toilet exceUent. Ordered 
to close one door or make application for E. E. Application made and E. E. granted. 
Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 
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April 29, 1914. 
B 140. 1016 I, NW. Jtesft. Frank Endred. No comment neceeeary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board , D, C, 

April 9, 1914. 
l42 B. 1917 Mth St., ifW. Eobt. AILen, Toilet al&Out to fee moved upstdire. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board ^ D, C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

. 144 B. Michael M. LyoiiB^ 906 Fa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
inent necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

May 19, 1914. 

B 14S. Wm. ft. Fo&bendei*, 406 9th N^^T. C6nA^6n'B excellent. 

W. C. riiBBS, 
Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

Dec 9, 1913. 

150 B. NeviflBer, I. M., 215 Fa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date a. m. No com- 
ment necessary. . 

W. C. ffifiBfir, ^ 
Inspector Excise Bdctrd, U. V. 

May 28, 1914. 

B 152. Francis J. Stanton, 1205 Wis. Ave. NW. Toilet suggested be refinished. 
•Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excik B6afd, D. C. 

April 29, 1914. 
B 154. 1412 N. Y. Ave. NW. Rest. Chaff. A. Eckstein. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 19, 1914. 
B 160. Ward Savage. 444 9th NW. Toilet good. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. \ 

May 26, 1914. 
B 162. JaB. W. Wardell, 3603 M NW. Toilet excellent. Excellent conditions. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 

April 29, 1914. 

B 163. Cochran Hotel, Bosa M. Cochran, 14th and K NW. cor. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, V. C 

May 28, 1914. 

B 167. Thofl. F. Keliher. 1514 Wis. Ave. NW. Mixed trade. Toilet old but 
clean. Recently painted. Conditions excellent. (Question of proximity to church.) 

W. C. HlBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

171 B. R. 1411 Pa. Ave., NW. Gustav Buchholz. Inspection p. m. No com- 
ment necessary. { 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 
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May 19, 1914. 

6 177 Barbara Groener, 1109 E NW. toilet fair. Newly whitewashed. Very 
6M building. GonditionB fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

May 19, 1914. 

B 188. Tobias Bush, 110-12 E NW. Toilets to be changed. Condition poor. Old 
building. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Bocwdy D. C, 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

192 B. 623 G NW. John M. Kirby, pres. Metropolitan Co. (Inc.). Inspected 
p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

193 B. Hoiel. 613 Pa. Ave. NW. T. A. McKee, pres. Southern fiotel Co. (Inc.). 
Inspected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 

Deo. 8, 1913. 

199 B. R. 1234 Pa. Ave. NW. A. W. Hancock. Inspected p. m. Question of 
dootis to be relftoved between ftont and rear rooms referred to excise board and listed 
for inspection by board. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C, 

May 15, 1914. 

B 204. Edward Slannix. 3059 M NW. Old building. Rear yard neat and well 
ventilated. Conditions excellent. ToiTefgood. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Bocatd^ D. C. 

Dec. 8, 1913. 

206 B. John H. De Atley. 1222 Pa. Ave. NW. Res. Inspection above date 
p. m. No conunent necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspertor Excise Boards V. C. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

212 B. R. 1313 E NW. Jas. W. Gray. Premises clean, though in an old build- 
ing. Ordered to disinfect frequently and whitewash toilet. Ordered to remove 
signs advertising venereal medicines. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

214 B. 605 Pa. Ave. NW. John E. Buckey. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C, 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

227 BR. G. C. Campbell, mgr. Keystone Hotel Co. 482 Pa. Ave., NW. In- 
spected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards V, C, 
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Dec. 6, 1913. 

236 B. Wisconsin Ave. extended Tenleytown. Wm. H. Achterkirchen. In- 
spected a. m. No comment necessary, except that toilet is rendered damp by seepage 
through walls from ground outside and walls will not hold corrective applications, 
although they have been tried, according to the proprietor, a number of times. Ad- 
vised to use disinfectants and licensee promised to keep toilet sanitary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

Dec. 9, 1913. 

242 B. Wiedeman, Joseph. 200 B NW. Inspected on above date a. m. Ad- 
vised as to necessity for cleanliness of toilet. Suggested clearing up of cellar and 
advised more ventilation by opening of windows in addition to ventilation already 
existmg through grating. Ordered to make application for extra entrance on 2d St., 
NW. Order for same issued. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

"' Dec. 11. 1913. 

243 B. 335 Pa. A v. NW. Angelo A. and Frank S. Messino. Inspected above 
date. Advised to paint toUet and keep same in better condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

April 29, 1914. 
B 245. 1219 N. Y. Ave. NW. Kest. Elizabeth Atzel. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

May 28, 1914. 

B 246. Michael V. Moran. 3011 M NW. Mixed trade. Toilet good. Conditions 
excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 15, 1914. 
B 252. J. F. Tennant. 3219 M NW. Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

253 BR. Stephen Chaconas. 468 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15, 1914. 

B 256. Richard Cook. 3401 M NW. Advised to clean up yard. Toilet in pro- 
cess of change. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Rxdse Board, D. C. 

May 26, 1914. 

B260. Conrad Schroeter. 3326 MNW, Mixed trade. Toilet old. Building old. 
Conditions fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 26, 1914. 
B264. Jos. J. Kelly. 3294 MNW. Colored trade. Toilet fair. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 
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Dec. 6, 1913. 

265 BB. 1743 Pa. Ave. NW. Wm. S. and L. S. Probey. Inspected p. m. No 
comment necessary. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

April 9, 1914. 

266 B. Capitol Construction Co. The Portner, 1453 U NW. Inspected above 
date. Toilet O. K. Side room with tables. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, X>. C. 

Dec. 8, 1913. 

275 BR. 1002 Pa. Ave. NW. T. W. Dunworth. Inspection p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C 

May 19, 1914. 
B 276. Robert H. Kearney, 901 E NW. New outfit. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 28, 1914. 

B 279. Wm. Doyle. 1218 Wis. Ave. NW. Tiolet clean. Conditions excellent, 
(Alley in rear inhabited?) 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C, 

April 29, 1914. 
B 280. 1001 N. Y. Ave. NW. Hugh J. McGinness. No comment necessary. 

W. CHlBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 

""""^ Dec. 9, 1913. 

283 B. Kronheim, Jacob. 123 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected on above date a. m. 
Toilet, tiled floor. Ordered to clean up accumulation of dirt in angles of floor and 
wall. Licensee's barkeeper complamed of poor plumbing work as cause of seepage. 
Inspector of pliunbing notified Dec. 12. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

May 26, 1914. 

B 291. EUen Gallaher. 3328 M NW. Mixed trade. Old building. Toilet old, 
poor. Stated uispector plumbing would give time on repaurs until decision made aa 
to continuance imder excise law Nov., 1914. Conditions fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2>. C. 

April 9, 1914. 

297 B. 1942-1944 14th NW. Toilet good: Ordeied to clean out refuse room. 
Colored and white trade. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Bord, D, C, 

""""""" Dec. 11, 1913. 

301 B R. 329 Pa. Ave. NW. Chas. H. Hurdle. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary, except that licensee was advised to paint toilet and warned as to 
necessity of keeping toilets in proper condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 
83005— PT 1—16 2 
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Dec. 10, 1913. 

309 B. David J. O'Connell. 636 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

May 26, 1914. 
B310. John Ready. 3314 MNW. Mixed trade. Toilet good. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Beards D. C. 

April 29, 1914. 

B 312. 831 14th NW. John T. Crowley. White and colored bar. Slate toilet, 
fair condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C 

April 9, 1914. 

320 B. 15th and (1426) Pa. Av. NW. Inspected above date. Ordered to make 
request for E. E. Toilet renewed 3 yearb ago; date. Used by patrons of tJieater. 
Grood condition. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 8, 1913. 
326 BR R. 1216 Pa. Ave. NW. Moses H. Dade. Inspected p. m. No comment 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



Dec. 5, 1913. 

337 B. 605 15th NW. Henry A. Lehman. Inspected p. m. No comment 
uoCvBBary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C 

Dec 9, 1913. 

344 B. 1908 Pa. Ave. NW. John Donovan. Inspected above date p. m. Licen- 
see advised to have toilet painted. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C 

Dec 8, 1913. 

348 B. Samuel J. Steinbeiger. 1015 D NW. Inspected p. m. above date. No 
eomment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec. 5, 1913. 
853 B. 1315 E NW. Louis Bush. Inspected p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, V, C. 

Dec 12, 1913. 

355 B. 414-416 10th NW. Abraham Cohen. Inspected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec 11, 1913. 

356 B. Ralph L. Steiahardt. 417 11th NW. R. Inspected above date. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 
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Deo. 8, 1913. 

358 BR. 1004 Pa. Ave. NW. Thoe. McCarthy. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boardy D. C 

May 19, 1914. 

B 369. Frank Wolf. 512 12th NW. White trade. Rest. Toilet excellent. 
Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C, 

April 29, 1914. 

B 362. Shoreham Hotel, J. Maury Dove, pres. NW. cor. 15th and H NW. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 5, 1913 

367 B. P. E. and E. A. Miller. 1349 E NW. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boardf v, C, 

Deo. 9, 1913. 

378 B. 2006 I NW. Hugh F. Harvey. Inspected p. m. Pool tables in rear, not 
in use; pool balls removed. Licensee sayis he intends to leave tables on premises when 
he leaves the same. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, Z>. C, 

Dec. 11, 1913. 

379 B. R. 311 Pa. Av. NW. Floyd A. Roman (Southern Hotel). Inspected 
above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec. 9, 1913. 

383 B. Lewis, John G. 109 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date, a. m. No 
comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, V. C. 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

387 B. 1704 Pa. Ave. NW. Jas. P. McGrann. Inspected p. m. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

393 B. R. EE. 936 Pa. Ave. NW. CarlHammel. Inspected p.m. No comment 
necessary. ^ 

^ W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



May 19,1914. 

B395. David J. Sullivan. 1200 ENW. White trade. Old building. Toilet good; 
advised to repaint walls. Condition good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 
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Dec. 5, 1913. 

406 B. R. 1706 Pa. Ave. NW. G«o. R. McGlue. Inspected p. m. Advised re- 
moval of suggestive pictures ^2 small}, which was done. Question as to necessity for 
further removal of }>artition referred to Excise Board and listed for inspection by them. 
Most of partition originally removed to make one room of barrooms. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



Dec. 6, 1913. 
407 B R. 1335 E NW. W. A. Engel. Inspected p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board , D. C. 

May 15 1914. 
P410. Patrick J. Cook, 3214 M NW. Conditions fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 
413 B. 110 Ist NW. See special report March 28, 1914 . 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



April 9, 1914. 
419 B. 1827 14th NW. Geyer, Frederick H. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec 5, 1913 

421 B R. 1716 Pa. Ave. NW. E. C. E. Ruppert. Inspected p. m. Requested 
removal of venereal medicine cards from toilet. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 

422 B. Peck, Clarenace J. 1926 14th NW. Toilet being repaired. Colored and 
white trade. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 19, 1914. 
B 426. Louis Hodges. 407 9th NW. EE. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec 8, 1913 

427 B. Adolph Xoehl. 1203 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date p. m. No 
comment necessary. 

^ W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec 11, 1913. 
431 B R. 451-457 Pa. Av. Hy. Achterkirchen (Hotel Fritz Reuter). Inspected 
above date. Advised to remove suggestive picture. 

W. C. HiBBfl, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
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Dec. 5, 1913. 

433 B. 415 13th NW. James A. Duffy. Inspected p. m. Place in good condi- 
tion. Man sleeping in chair at table. Advised oarkeeper not to pennit anything of 
the kind. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board , D, C. 

Atjul 29 1914. 
B 435. NE. cor. 15th and I NW. Bellevue Hotel. Peter Taylor, jr. 'No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board j D, C. 



May 15, 1914. 

B 437. Nathan «ugar Rcrs. 3033 M NW.' Toilet fair. Conditions fair. Place 
clean, but run-down old building. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards 2). C 



Dec. 5, 1913. 

4R0 B H. 415-117 13th NW. Sterling Hotel Co. (Inc.). Inspected p. m. T. P. 
Taylor. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards 2). C. 



Dec. 12, 1913. 

451 B. 405 10th NW. Wm. S. Johnson. Inspected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



Dec. 9, 1913. 

466 B. Pa. Ave. and 18th NW. Lewis Hotel Co. (Inc.). Inspected above date 
p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 19, 1914. 

B 461. J. A. Donnelly. 1219 E NW. Mixed trade. Toilet fair. Conditions 
fair. Old building. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



Dec. 12, 1913. 

463 B. 407 10th NW. T. Edmund Dailey. Inspected above date. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 



May 15, 1914. 

B 467. Thos. F. O'Keefe. B. U. Graham and J. A. Toomey, recrs. 3258 M NW. 
Condition fair. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 



May 19, 1914. 

B471. Harrington Hotel Co. (Inc.) 432 11th NW. Hotel. New building. 
New fixtures. Condition excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
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May 19,1914. 

B 466. Henry M. Marks. 1000 E NW. Rest. Toilet good. Conditionfl good. 
Application to be made for extra entrance. 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

April 29, 1914. 
W 2. Morris L. Wolpe. 916 9th NW. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C 



Dec. 10, 1913. 

5 Wh L. Ashby W. Woodward. 610 Pa. Av., mgr. James Clark Distilling Co. 
(Inc.). Inspected p. m. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

April 29, 1914. 
W 17. Samuel Schwarz. 1428 N. Y. Ave. NW. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

Dec. 5, 1913. 

25 WL. 1737 Pa. Ave. NW. Jos. Bush. Inspected p. m. No comment nec- 
essary .- 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

April 9, 1914. 
31 W. 1135-1137 14th NW. Grimes, Samuel Taylor. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

April 9, 1914. 
46 W. 1409 U NW. Sydney Guggenheim. No toilet. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15, 1914. 
W 48. Thos. J. MoUoy. 3243 M NW. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15, 1914. 

W53. George W. Manogue, tr. as Manogue and Jones, groceries. 3150 M NW. 
Directions as to erection of railing at rear. Conditions good. Small display. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15 1914. 
W 54. Patrick J. Barron. 3275 M NW. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, (7. 

May 26, 1914... 

W 55. Simon Gordon. 3403 M NW. Groceries. Instructed as to erection of 
rail. Conditions good. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C, 

April 9, 1914. 
63 W. Jos. Richards Co. 1408 14th NW. No comment necessary. Rail O. K. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

; Inspector Excise Board, D. C 
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Dec. 13, 1919. 

68 W L. Steam and Fawsett. 1355-1357 Wis. Ave. NW. Inspected p. m. Rail- 
ing built since stated by inspector would be necessary, instead of cabinet in front 
Eart of store. Railing 0. K., shutting off stock room in rear to comply with regu- 
itions. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C. 

April 9, 1914. 

69. W. 1834 14th NW. Bolcioni Paul. Brass rail O. K. Ordered to put on suit- 
able .gate. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, v, C. 

May 26, 1914. 

W 81. Jos. E. Dyer. 3330 M NW. Excellent condition. In early part of June a 
fire in premises. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

85 WL. D. A. O'Connor. 462 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected above date. No com- 
ment necessary. 

W. 0. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D, C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

86 Wh L. N. H. Shea. 632 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspected p. m. No comment nec- 
essary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

May 15, 1914, 
W 8S, Daniel Kantor. 3249 M NW. Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, €: 

May 15, 1914. 
W 90. Milton Kronheim, 3218 M NW. Excellent. Very orderly arrangement. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec. 10, 1913. 

92 WL. Frank Hume, pros. Frank Hume (Inc.). 454 Pa. Ave. NW. Inspec- 
tion above date. No comment necest>arv. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 

April 29, 1914. 
W 98. 808 9th NW. G. A. Pessagno. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C, 



Dec. 8, 1913. 

101 WL. 1200 Pa. Ave. NW. S. D. Minster. Inspection p. m. Notified to make 
application for extra entrance on D St. NW. Order issued. 

W. C. HlBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 

Dec 10, 1913. 

104 WhL. Adolph F. Sauber, tr. as Adolph F. Sauber Co. 480 La. Ave., NW, 
Inspected above date. No comment necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Boards D. C 
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May 15, 1914. 

W 109. G. W. Offutt Co. 3209 M NW. Groceries. Directions given as to keep- 
ing gate of rail closed. Apparently heavy current business, conditions good under 
circumstances. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, 2). C. 

April 9, 1914. 

now. 1929 14th NW. Fernando R. Sari. Package groceries. No comment 
necessary. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D, C. 

May 26, 1914. 
W 112. Capital Liquor Co. (Inc.). 3279-81 M NW. Conditions excellent. 

W. C. HiBBS, 

Inspector Excise Board, D. C. 
AFTER RECESS. 

The committee reassembled, pursuant to the taking of the recess, 
at 4 o'clock p. m. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Jones. 

The Chairman. I will msert in the record at this point a statement 
from the excise board replying to certain charges that have been 
made in connection with the administration of their duties. It is as 
follows: 

Statement by the Excise Board for the- District op Colttmbia. 

February 3, 1915. 

In obedience to your summons, the members of the excise board report for such 
examination as you may see fit to make, under resolution of the United States Senate, 
to investigate the conduct of the excise board, and the manner in which the excise 
law has been administered, etc. 

The three members composing the excise board originally were appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the United States Senate, and took oath of office on or 
about September 4, 1913, in pursuance of the law known as the excise law, approved 
March 4, 1913. On April 15, 1914, one of these members resigned and another ap- 
pointee took office on April 16, 1914, and the board as then composed has continued 
in exbtence. 

The board adopted and promulgated in the first weeks of its existence rules and 
regulations, from time to time slightly amended, as a basis for its procedure. The 
board was to administer the excise law, as is customary with all laws, in the interests 
of the people. The board has never been generally informed, nor has it understood, 
that the excise law was enacted and given to it to execute in the interest of any par- 
ticular class of citizens (» industry, but that it was a common law to be put into force 
and administered carefully and dutifully for the best interests of all the people it 
affected. 

It considers that its status is the same in a certain respect as that of the excise board 
acting under authority of the excise law which governed the District of Columbia 
immediately preceding the time when the present law took effect. In an opinioii 
delivered in 1899, in the case of Fitzgerald v. O'Leary, equity No. 20,698, Mr. Justice 
Barnard said: "By the statute in this District Congress nas created a quasi-judicial 
tribunal, and given it exclusive jurisdiction in the matter of r^ulating the sale of 
intoxicating liquors. It is charged with the duty of determining who shall be allowed 
to sell, and the place within certain limits where the business shall be carried on. 
Unless it shall exceed its jurisdiction, or act contrary to the proper limitations of the 
statute, all citizens are bound to accept its decisions in this matter of police regula- 
tion as final." The present excise board believes that these words of the learned 
justice apply with equal force to its standing under the present law. 

The board has endeavored to the best of its ability and intelligence to follow -out 
that intention, and its members do not believe that it has failed in any particular of a 
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faithful and fearless perfonnance of its duty, and cheerfully submits itself to the 
examination of this committee in order that there may be removed from its escutcheon 
the stain of charges, based upon what it believes to be misinformation, that might 
forever imjustly mar the future lives of each and every one of its members. 

It has been charged that paragraph 2 of the excise law has been violated in that 
licenses have been granted by the excise board within the prohibited distance from 
pubHc schoolhouses, or now established collies or universities or houses of religious 
worship. 

The excise board studied carefully this provision of the law, with a due regard for the 
sacredness of its responsibility, and the human and property rights to be affected 
It sought the guidance of such rules and regulations as oore upon the subject at hand 
The fulU membership of the board visited every situation that was presented by an 
application for license and personally measured the distance, wherever doubt existed, 
to assure itself of the degree of proximity of the proposed bar room to any prohibited 
establishment, and it be&eves that in no case has the law on this subject been violated. 

In the measurements which the board made with a view to enforcing the section 
referred to, it was governed to a great extent, if not fully, by the laws and regulations 
relating to street teaffic issued by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and 
amended to July 14, 1914. Section 40 (b) reads: "Pedestrians should avoid inter- 
ference with traffic, and to this end should not step from the sidewalk without first 
looklug to see what is approaching; should cross the street at a right angle, preferably 
at a regular crossing at the end of a block, and where a traffic policeman is stationed, 
wait for his signal." And section 40 (c) reads: ''Pedestrians on sidewalks should 
keep to the right and when stopping should not obstruct a crossing nor an entrance to 
a building. ' ' For violation of these provisions it is said in section 41 that * * any person 
* violating any provision of this section of this article, shall, on conviction thereof, be 
punished by a fine of not less than one dollar nor more than forty dollars for each 
offense." 

Hence the board thought it was eminently proper to follow out in its measurements 
the * ' shortest course of travel " which the law marks out. The board in order to be just 
followed that rule of right angle measurement, and believes that in every case wnere 
license was granted the distance from a public schoolhouse,. college or university, or 
house of religious worship, exceeds the legal requirement of 400 feet. 

In the case of Fitzgerald v. O'Leary, cited above, Mr. Justice Barnard said: "Where 
there are two or more ways which may be fairly adopted for measuring the shortest 
course of travel between the nearest entrance to the saloon, and the nearest entrance 
to the schoolhouse, one of which will show the distance to be four hundred feet or more 
and the excise board has decided that way to be the proper one to adopt, its judgment 
in that respect will be conclusive and final." 

The board thinks that the rule of right angle measurements, after the provision of the 
traffic law, is certainly one that "maybe fairly adopted" for the purpose set forth in 
the present excise law. 

The board would again invite attention to the words of Justice Barnard: " In a case 
where there could be no question or room for construction as to the shortest course of 
travel, or the way the line should be run, and the distance must necessarily be less 
than four hundred feet, and notwithstanding which the board had granted a license, 
and thereby clearly violated the statute, I think there would be a remedy in the 
courts." The excise law is comparatively new. Some of its provisions, and these 
important ones, did not take effect until November 1, 1914, a short three months ago. 
The board is at a loss to understand why those who are dissatisfied with the manner 
in which the law has been administered, and who hold that licenses have been 
illegally granted in some instances, have not taken those cases to court, where the 
validity of their contention may be affirmed or denied. 

It wall be noted that t-he law provides for the exclusion of barrooms the entrances 
to which are not located more than 400 feet "by the shortest course of travel" from 
the entrance to a "public 'schoolhouse." Now, what is a "schoolhouse"? The quo- 
tation is from Webster's Dictionary. It is a "house appropriated for the use of schools 
or for instruction." According to the same authority, "appropriated" means "set 
apart for or assigned to a particular use, to the exclusion of all otner uses." A school- 
house, then, Is a house set apart for or assigned for the use of instruction, to tJie exclu- 
sion of all other uses. 

In like fashion the excise law forbids locating barrooms within 400 feet of "houses 
of religious worship." The board wishes to invite attention to the fact that in the 
proposed substitute for Senate amendment No. 132 to the District of Columbia appro- 
priation bill providing an excise law (p. 4), the phrase "place of religious worwup " 
was stricken out and the words "now established house of religious worship" substi- 
tuted. Surely, the intention of Congress was clear on this particular point. The 
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board is convinced that such places of religious worship as are located in buildings a 
great part of which are occupied for purposes other than religious, were not compre- 
hended by the phrase, "house of reli^ous worship." 

Paragraph 2 of the excise law required the board to ''make such rules and regula- 
tions for carrying into effect this section as it shall deem requisite and proper." The 
board has attempted, under that authority, to give consid!eration to what it thinks 
was the intention of Congress when it enacted the present law. Although Congress 
did not specify that paragraph 2, subsection 7, should not apply to hotels and clubs, 
the excise board in its honest judgment did not believe that it was intended to exclude 
such clubs as the Metropolitan, Army and Navy, University, Commercial, nor hotels 
such as the Gordon, Cairo, Bellevue, and others. 

Hence in forming its rules and regulations the board provided (sec. 6), which reads: 
**Sec. 6. Beginning November 6, 1914, no barroom license shall be granted on any 
side of any street where less than fifty per centum of the foot frontage between inter- 
secting streets, excluding the parts of buildings wherein barroom licenses are held, is 
used for business purposes: Provided^ That this restriction shall not apply to hotels 
and clubs." 

If, in extending protection from the restriction of 50 per cent business frontage, in 
places where these establishments are located, the board is subject to cr.ticism, the 
action was certainly without solicitation from anyone, directly or indirectly, and only 
in the belief by the board that it was for the public weal. The same may be said, in 
passing, as to any other rule and regulation. 

It has been charged against the board that it has violated the spirit of the provision 
of the law (par. 2) which provides that "No saloon, barroom, or other place where 
intoxicating liquor is sold at retail shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained within 
three hundred feet of any alleyway occupied for residences or of places commonly 
called slums; except, upon the unanimous vote of all three members of said excise 
board." In its investigations the board visited each of the situations where alleyways 
were in proximity to proposed locations, and where it was possible in the consideration 
of the law and the rights of all persons concerned it exercised unanimously the duty 

§la<;ed upon it by the law to the best of its ability, and believes that while alley con- 
itions may not oe as ideal as is desired by some of our citizens, they have been mate- 
rially improved and are improving. 

As to the granting of licenses wiuiin the extended fire-line limits, the board believes 
tJiat in granting licenses to the two places affected, with the provision that such 
licenses should oe subject to the action of the court in the cases pending in relation 
thereto, it performed its sworn duty in the premises. Of course, the board did not 
have to grant these licenses. It need not have granted any license. But it wishes to 
be just. The two citizens to whom these licenses were granted were entitled, as are 
all others, to the best official service the board can give tnem under the law. 

The board has been criticised for not adhering more strictly to the reports of the 
police department. Para^ph 2 of the excise law provides that the board "may 
require a report by the chief of police, and the action of said board shall be final and 
conclusive." In this the board has followed the law faithfully, has received a report 
in each case of application for transfer, renewal, or new license, and endeavored to give 
proper weight to the police report in consideration of all the circumstances, as pro- 
duced at the hearing m each case. 

As to the necessity for the appearance of attorneys, representing applicants for 
license, the board, so far as it is concerned^ does not feel the need to be apparent, but 
perceives that the presence at each hearing of the prosecuting attorney, employed 
by the Anti-Saloon League, might influence an applicant to secure an attorney's 
services. 

In this connection, the board is pleased to submit the following list, which indicates 
just what attorneys and representatives appeared before it during the hearings on appli- 
cations for barroom licenses for the present license year, the number of cases entrusted 
to each by applicants, and their disposition in the decisions of the board. 

There were 409 such hearings conducted before the board just prior to November 1, 
1914, and three since that date. Mr. Albert E. Shoemake, attorney for the Anti- 
Saloon League, appeared in every case as the opponent of the applicants. The latt«r 
were represented before the board in these cases as follows: 
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Name. 



No attorney 

C. G.Allen 

J. A. Burkart 

D.W.Baker 

Baker-Leahy 

Howard Boyd 

F. W. Brandenburg... 

A.H.Bell 

Edmund Brady 

Brown & Baumann. . . 

Chas. Baumann 

F. C. Bryan 

Bell-Sheehy 

W.F.Columbus 

J. F. Costello 

M.J.Colbert 

Jos. Cox 

Collins & Ball 

Columbus-Trimble 

Columbus-Shea 

H. E. Davis 

R.F. Downing 

Downing-Montague . . 

L. C. Dismer 

C. W. Darr 

Noil England 

J.M. Frank 

Geo. Havell 

Leo Harlow 

Eugene Jones 

Abe King 

Keane-W. D. Sullivan. 



Cases. 


Granted. 


Refused. 


170 


128 


42 


1 


1 




7 


5 


2 


1 
2 




1 


2 


2 


1 


1 


1 
45 




1 

15 


30 


1 


1 




2 


2 




1 


1 


•■•■■■•« 


1 
2 




1 


2 


6 


3 


3 


4 


3 


1 


3 


1 


2 


2 


2 




1 


1 




1 

1 




1 


i 


2 


2 




2 


2 




1 


1 




1 


1 




1 
1 
3 




1 
1 
2 




1 


2 
1 




2 


1 


1 


1 




1 

1 




1 
1 







Name. 



M. J. Keane 

W. J. Lambert 

F. P. Madigan 

Stephen McDonough 

M. F. Mangan 

R. L. Montague 

M. J. McNamara 

Alvin Newmeyer 

D. W. O'Donoghue. 

T.W. O'Brien 

J. F. O'Shea 

R. R. Perry, jr 

S. C. Peelle 

J. Potbury 

Peyser-Sheehy 

M.P.Sullivan 

C. M. Stadden 

M.W.Sullivan 

J. C. Sheehy 

Sullivan-Frank 

Matthew Trimble. . . 
Tobriner-Graham . . . 

Jas. Toomey 

L. Tobriner 

Winship Wheatley.. 

Alex. Wolf 

W. T. Whelan 

Wheatley & Ball.... 
W.H.Whte. ....... 

Total 



Cases. 


Granted. 


27 


22 


1 
1 




1 


3 


1 


2 


2 


2 


2 


1 


1 


1 
1 




1 


1 
1 

1 






1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 
44 




34 


1 
3 




3 


5 


• 5 


1 


1 


8 


4 


2 


2 


1 


1 


5 


4 


2 


2 


2 


2 


16 


10 


1 


1 


2 


2 


409 


297 



Refused 



1 



I 
1 



1 

10 
1 



4- 

"i 

6^ 



112 



In the three hearings conducted since November 1, 1914, the applicants were repre- 
sented as follows: 



Name. 


Cases. 


Granted. 


Refused. 


M.P.Sullivan 


1 
1 

1 


1 
1 

1 




M. J. Keane 




R. L. Montague 










Total 


412 


300 


112 







As to the matter of the amount of fees paid by applicants to attorneys, the board 
has not felt that the law required it to go into the private affairs of attorneys in good 
standing before the bar of the District of Columbia and ask the question, either of 
the attorney or his client, as to how much money he was receiving or was to receive 
in fees in any particular case. The board does not believe that on second thought 
it will be urged that it was its duty to do so, or to regard it as a matter within its juris-^ 
diction. 

In executing the law with reference to the number of barrooms in blocks between 
intersecting streets, the board was governed by the limit prescribed by law, and 
where removals were necessary, section 9 of the rules and regulations was applied, 
and in doing so all applicants being equally worthy, the board exercised its best 
judgment and inflicted as little embarrassment as its ability to determine would 
secure. This particular provision of the law was very difficult to administer. 

In reference to the licensing of barrooms on streets at right angles to streets previously 
located upon, and in the same building, as in the case at Fourteenth and E Streets 
NW., the board believes that in acting favorably public interest has been properly 
served, especially when a barroom known upon one street (E Street) had been closed 
under the law, and later a new application made for an absolutely different street 
(Fourteenth Street). The board does not believe that when it favorably and honestly 
acted upon a new application for a barroon license to be located around the comer on 
another street, that it perverted the law, even though the new license be located in 
the same building as the old. 

It has been alleged that in a certain case the applicant paid for the destruction of a 
petition of protest. No evidence was producea before the board at the hearing in 
the case referred to proving such a purchase. It did develop that the premisea 
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applied for were then occupied by a tenant who wished to remain in his place of 
business, and who therefore circulated a petition of protest. The licensee paid him 
$100 to allow him to post notice of proposed transfer^ and- agreed to pay $100 more 
when he obtained possession of the premises. The testimony is clear, and may be 
read by all. 

With reference to alleged violations of the excise law by licensees, the board wishes 
it to be borne in mind that the initial part of this phase of the law is in the hands of 
the police; until a conviction is had in the police court, the excise board has no case 
against the licensee. But if convicted once the board "may in its discretion revoke 
the license, and upon the second conviction of such violation * * * the excise 
board shall immediately revoke the license." No conviction has been had in the 

Eolice court under the present excise law against any barroom licensee to whom 
cense was granted by the excise board. 

During the months of September and October the board granted public hearings 
on every application for either a wholesale or barroom license. In all there were more 
than 500 such hearings. The Anti-Saloon League's attorney was present throughout 
the proceedings, and in every single case vigorously objected to license being granted. 
The board, after long deliberation, and with full regard for the demands of the law, 
rendered its decisions which, in all cases, were unanimous. 

There have been 300 barroom licenses granted. It will be noted that the revenue 
received from approximately 450 licenses at $1,000 last year is equalled by that 
received from 300 licenses, at $1,500 this year. This feature of the situation the board 
kept in mind with the belief that Congress did not believe that the revenue should 
be materially reduced. 

In conclusion the board wishes to emphasize the fact that it is not the servant of 
any man, cligue, organization, or business, but that it believes that it has alwa^rs 
acted in the interest of the people of the District of Columbia, under the law as it 
exists, and has to that end performed its functions fearlessly and faithfully. While 
this is a fact the board would be derelict were it not to state here and now that it 
challenges any person or organization to charge the board with knowingly or wilfully, 
or in any manner, directly or indirectly, favoring the individual or corporation at 
the expense of the community, either for or without compensation. 

R. G. Smfth, Chairman, 
Henry S. Baker, 
Cotter T. Bride, 
Excise Board Jor the District oj Columbia. 

TESTIMOSY OF ANDBEW WILSOIT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chauman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Wilson. Andrew Wilson. 

The Chairman. What is your local address ? 

Mr. Wilson. Office, 802 to 806 Woodward Building. Residence, 
1850 Mintwood Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Wilson. I came to the District of Columbia on the 9th day of 
June, 1888. With the exception of two years in graduate worK at 
Yale University, I have been a resident of the District of Columbia 
since that date. 

The Chairman. What is your profession? 

Mr. Wilson. Lawyer. 

The Chairman. What is your position in connection with the Anti- 
Saloon League ? 

Mr. Wilson. I am president of the Anti-Saloon League of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

The Chairman. By virtue of that position, you have been in touch 
with the workings of the Excise Board of the District of Columbia, 
have you not ? 

Mr. Wilson. To a considerable extent. 
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The Chaibman. Please state the object of the Anti-Saloon League 

Mr. Wilson. It is to drive the saloon out of existence. The motto 
of the Anti-Saloon League is ''The saloon must go.^' We have been 
using all means that we deemed honorable and expedient to accom- 
plish that purpose. 

The Chairman. Your organization has felt it incumbent on itself^ 
in the interest of the public, to see that the laws regulating the saloons 
in the District of Columbia were observed and obeyed in so far as 
you could bring it about, has it not ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; we have put forth considerable endeavor to 
get or to enforce obedience to the laws. 

The Chairman. You have also felt it your duty to see that the 
number of saloons was reduced as far as possible ? 

Mr. Wilson. We have attempted to get legislation looking to that 
end, and we have also had an attorney present at the hearings — 
practically all the hearings — before the Excise Board for a number of 
years. Toiat attorney is Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker. 

The Chairman. When did the present Excise Board take up its 
work? 

Mr. Wilson. About the first of September, 1903. I can not give 
you the exact date. 

The Chairman. You were active in securing the adoption of the 
law under which that board was appointed, were you not ? 

Mr. Wilson. I was. 

The Chairman. That law is known as the Jones-Works excise 
law, is it not ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman^ Have vou any knowledge as to whether the board, 
in adopting its rules and regulations, followed the Jones excise law 
or made changes in it ? 

Mr. Wilson. The board in adopting its rules and regulations 
followed, in some degree, the excise law, but in some degree it did 
not, according to the views of the attorney for the Anti-Saloon 
Lea^e, in which I concur. 

The Chairman. Have you a statement showing the instances in 
which the excise board changed or modified the law under the guise 
of rules and regulations ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not. The rules and regulations are appended 
to a pamphlet which I hold in my hand, entitled '^Excise liquor 
law 01 the District of Columbia and rules and regulations adopted 
by the Excise Board, 1913, with amendments,'' bearing the imprint, 
'* Washington, 1914.'' 

The pamphlet referred to is here printed in full as follows: 

"Excise Liquor Law of the District of Columbia and Rules and Regulations 
Adopted bt the Excise Board, 1913, with Amendments. 

EXCISE. 

Sec. 9. Paragraph 1. That no person, company, copartnership, association, club^ 
or corporation shall manufacture, sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter^ 
exchange for goods, give away, or otherwise furnish, in the District of Columbia, any 
intoxicating liquors, except as hereinafter provided. Wherever the term ''intox- 
icating liquors'^ is used in this section it shall be deemed to include whiskv, brandy^ 
gin, wine, cordials, rum, ale, porter, beer, hard or fermented cider, and all other fer- 
mented, distilled) spirituous, vinous, and malt liquors, and every mixture of liquors 
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which shall contain more than two per centum, by weight, of alcohol, and any mix- 
ture of liquor which shall contain leas than two per centum of alcohol, if the same shall 
be intoxicating. 

Par. 2. That there shall be, and is hereby, constituted an excise board for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; which shall be composed of three members, to be appointed by 
the President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and who shall serve for a term of three years, and until their successors are appointed 
and qualified, except that the members first appointed shall serve for one, two, and 
Ijiree years, respectively, as may be designated by the President, or until their suc- 
cessors are appointed and qualified. The salary of said commissioners shall be at 
the rate of $2,400 per annum. 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or the character of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is shown to be objectionable to said board. 

Not more than three saloons or barrooms other than in hotels or clubs shall be per- 
mitted on one side of a street between intersecting streets, nor more than four on both 
sides of a street between intersecting streets. 

No saloon, barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquor is sold at retail shall 
be licensed, allowed, or maintained within three hundred feet of any alleyway occu- 
pied for residences or of places commonly called slums, except upon the unanimous 
vote of all three members of said excise board. 

No saloon, barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquor is sold at retail or 
wholesale, other than hotels and clubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained 
within four hundred feet of any public schoolhouse, or a now located or established 
college or university, or within four hundred feet of any now established house of 
religious worship, measured between the nearest entrances to each by the shortest 
course of travel between such places of business and such public schooUiouse, college 
or university, or established house of religious worship. 

No license shall be granted to sell intoxicating liquors in the waiting room of any 
fltation or depot of any steam or electric railroad or other carrier for the transportation 
of passengers within me District of Columbia. 

Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or otlier place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed 
packages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any residence portion of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; and it shall be the duty of the excise board to determine in the 
case of each application for license whether the location where the barroom is to be 
located is or is not within the business portion of the District, and if not the license 
shall be denied; and the excise board is hereby authorized and required to determine 
in each case what is so far devoted to business as to constitute it a business street or 
section: Provided j That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any 
side of any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot 
frontage, not including saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses under 
this section, is used for business purposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at 
wholesale outside of the business districts as above provided. 

No saloon, barroom, or wholesale liquor business shall be licensed, maintained, or 
allowed in the territory west of the following lines: The westerly line of the fire limits 
as now established from its southerly limits to where the same intersects with the 
mile limit of the Soldiers' Home; thence westerly and northerly along the said mile 
limit until the same intersects with Kansas Avenue; thence along Kansas Avenue 
to its intersection with the northern boundary of the District of Columbia. 

Said board shall consider and act upon all applications for license to sell intoxi- 
catiUjg liquors, and may require a report thereon by the chief of police, and the action 
of said board shall be final and conclusive. In the issuing of licenses for barrooms 
it shall be the dyty of the excise board to adopt such a policy as will reduce the num- 
ber of barrooms^ including those in hotels and clubs, to not exceeding three hundred 
by November nrst, nineteen hundred and fourteen, but no licensee who shall con- 
duct his business within the law shall be deprived of his license or required to change 
his location before November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen. On the granting 
by said board of a license to sell intoxicating liquors, the assessor shall issue a license 
to the applicant. Said board shall make such rules and regulations for carrying into 
effect this section as it may deem requisite and proper. It shall make an annual 
report to Congress setting forth the number of apphcations for license, whether favor- 
ably or unfavorably acted upon, the number of persons convicted for violation of 
this statute, and the number and amount of fines collected and uncollected; and 
said excise board is hereby authorized and empowered to summon any person before 
it to give testimony, under oath or afl^mation, as to any matter affecting the operation 
of the laws regulating the sale of intoxicating liquors in tiie District of Columbia; 
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and any member of the board shall have the power to administer oaths or afSrma- 
tions for all purposes of administering said laws. Such summons may be served by 
any member of the Metropolitan police force, and the refusal or neglect of a witness 
to appear before the said board or to testify when required, may be punished in the 
same manner as a refusal to appear before the Commissioners of tiie District of Colum- 
bia, as })rovided for in the acts of February twentieth, eighteen hundred and ninety- 
six, entitled ''An act to amend an act entitled 'An act to punish false swearing 
before trial boards of the Metroploitan police force and fire department of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes, approved May eleventh, eighteen hundred 
and ninety-two," and July first, nineteen nundred and two, entitled "An act making 
appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of the District of Colum- 
bia for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nmeteen hundred and three, and for 
other purposes.'' Witnesses so summoned shall be entitled to a fee of $1.25 for each 
day's attendance before the said board, payable out of the contingent fund of the 
Conmissioners of the District of Columbia; and any witness knowingly making a 
false statement to the said board on any material matter shall be guilty of perjury and 
punii^able accordingly. 

Par. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 per annum 
and an inspector with police powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Said inspector 
shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board, and make full report of such inspections to the board. He shall wear a badge 
indicating that he is such inspector of the excise board. The board shall keep a full 
fuU'record of all applications for license, of all recommendations for and remonstrances 
against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken thereon. 

Par. 4. That every person applying for a license to sell intoxicating liquors in said 
District shall file with the saia board a petition for such license, and such petition 
shall be considered and acted upon by the board in the order in which such petition 
is filed and numbered. Said petition shall contain — 

First. A statement giving the name and residence of the applicant and the time 
he has resided in the District of Columbia. 

Second. A statement describing the particular place for which a license is desired, 
designating the same by street and number, if practicable, and if not, by such other 
apt description as will definitely locate it, and how long said applicant has been 
engaged in business at said place. 

Third. The full name and residence of the owner of the premises upon which the 
business is to be carried on. 

Fourth. A statement that the applicant is a citizen of the United States and a 
bona fide resident of the District of Columbia, and not less than twenty-one years of 
age, and whether such applicant has, since March third, eighteen hundred and ninety- 
three, been adjudged guilty of violating the laws governing the sale of intoxicating 
liquors or for the prevention of gambling in the District of Columbia. 

Fifth. A statement that he intends to, and if lioensed will, carry on such business 
for himself and not as the agent of any other person, company, copartnership, or 
corporation. 

Sixth. A statement that he intends to superintend in person the management of 
the business for which he asks a license, and that if licensed he will so superintend 
the management of the business so licensed. 

Said petition must be sworn to by the petitioner before a notary public or other 
person duly authorized to administer oaths and affirmations. If any false material 
statement is knowingly made in any part of said petition, the petitioner making said 
affidavit shall be deemed guilty of perjury, and on conviction tnereof shall be subject 
to the penalty now proviaed by law for that offense; and in case a license has been 
issued to said petitioner the same shall be immediately revoked by said board. Notice 
of the filing of said petition shall be given by the applicant in such manner as may be 
prescribed by general rules and regulations adopted by the excise board; and if 

Erotests against the granting of such license are nled no final action shall be taken 
y the excise board until the protestants shall have had an opportunity to be heard 
under rules and regulations prescribed by said board. 

Par. 5. That the licenses authorized and provided for by this section shall be of 
two classes, wholesale liquor licenses and barroom licenses. The fee for a wholesale 
liquor license until November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, shall be $500 per 
annum, and for a barroom license $1,000 per annum until Novemoer first, nineteen 
hundred and fourteen; and thereafter the fee for a wholesale liquor license shall be 
$800 and the fee for a barroom license shall be $1,500 per annum. Every applicant for 
a liquor license shall deposit the amoxmt of the license fee with the collector of taxes 
of the District of Columbia at the time of filing the application with the excise board. 
If, upon consideration of the application for Rcense by the board aa provided for in 
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this section, the board shall decide to grant the license prayed for it shall notify the 
assessor, and the applicant shall thereupon receive his Ucense; and only on the 
granting by said board of a license to any applicant to sell intoxicating; liquor shall the 
assessor issue a license to such applicant. Whenever a license shall be refused by 
tsaid board,the collector of taxes shall forthwith refund the deposit aforesaid. A bar- 
room license shall be required for every hotel, tavern, barroom, club, or other place in 
which intoxicating liquors are sold or disjpended at retaQ. A wholesale liquor license 
shall authorize the licensee to sell intoxicating liquors in sealed packages only and in 
quantities not less than one quart in the aggregate, except in sealed origmal or bonded 
package in quantitv not less than approximately a pint, and not to be drunk on the 
premises where sold; and no wholesale license shall be granted until it is satisfactorily 
shown that the place where it is intended to carry on sucn business is properly arrangea 
for selling such liquors as merchandise. Every place where intoxicating liquors are 
sold to be drunk on the premises or in quantities less than one quart, except in sealed 
original or bended packages as aforesaid whether drunk on the premises or not, shall 
be regarded as a barroom; and the possession of intoxicating liquors, with the means 
and appliances for carrying on the business of dispensing the same to be drunk where 
sold, shall be prima facie evidence of a barroom within the meaning of this section, 
and the license therefor shall be known as a barroom license. All makers, brewers, 
and distillers of intoxicat'mg liquors in the District of Columbia, shall be required to 
take out the wholesale license provided for in this section: Provided^ That when such 
business is carried on at more than one place a license shall be required for each place. 
Before the excise board may grant a hcense to a club it must be satisfactorily shown 
that such club is duly incorporated; that its membership is bona fide, all being on an 
equal status with equal privileges and responsibilities; that its purposes are legitimate; 
and that the sale of liquor intended is no more than an incident, and is not a prime 
source of revenue. A license to a club may be issued in the name of its president, 
and in case of violation of the provisions of tnis section in such club, he and the secre- 
tary, the treasurer, and the manager of the club ehall be proceeded against collectively 
or severally in their individual capacities and, if convicted, be subject to the penalties 
prescribed in paragraph fourteen of this section, and the license of said club shall be 
immediately revoked by the excise board: Provided further, That after November 
first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, there shall not be granted licenses to more than 
twenty-five clubs, including those now licensed. 

Par. 6. That under the license issued in accordance with this section no intoxi- 
cating liquors shall be sold, given awav, or in any way disposed of to any minor, 
intoxicated person, or habitual drunkard, and ignorance of the age of any such minor 
shall not be a defense to any action institutea under this section; and no ticensee 
under this section shall sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors to any 
person between the hours of one o'clock a. m. and seven o'clock a. m., nor on Sun- 
days or Inauguration Day; and between said hours, and on Sundays, and Inaugu- 
ration Day every barroom and other place where intoxicating liquors are sold shall 
be kept closed; that no minor under the age of eighteen years snail be allowed to 
enter or be permitted to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, 
other than a hotel, restaurant, or club; that the interior of every barroom shall at 
all times when selling is prohibited be exposed to full view from the street, without 
obstruction by screens, blinds, curtains, stained glass, bottles, boxes, signs, or other 
material, except in the case of clubs licensed under this section and hotels having 
only an interior barroom, which shall be exposed to full view from tie corridors or 
passageways leading to the entrance or entrances to such barroom. 

Par. 7. That any minor who falsely represents his age for the purpose of procuring 
intoxicating liquors shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and be fined for each 
offense not more than $50, and in default in the payment of such fine shall be impris- 
oned in the reformatory or workhouse of said District not exceeding thirty days. 

Par. 8. That no license under this section shall be issued for a longer period than 
one year, and the year shall begin on the first day of November and end on the last 
day of October following; and no license shall be transferred by the licensee to any 
other person or to any other place, except with the written consent of the excise 
board upon a regular application therefor in writing and after notice and hearing 
as in this section provided upon an original application for a license; and the fee to 
be paid by the party applyinp: for such transfer shall be $2, which shall be paid to 
the collector of taxes of me District before such transfer is niade: Provided, That the 
excise board shall not allow the transfer of the license of any person against whom 
there are pending in the courts or before the excise board charges of keeping a dis- 
orderly house or violating the excise laws or the laws against gambling in the District 
of Columbia. 
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Par. 9. That every person receiving a license to sell liquor under this section 
shall frame the same under glass and place it in a conspicuous place in his place of 
business, so that anyone entering such place may easily read such license. 

Par. 10. That all applicants for licence and persons holding licenses under this 
section shall allow any member of the excise board or the duly authorized inspector 
of the said board full opportunity and every facility to examine, at any time during 
business hours, the premises where intoxicating liquor is manufactured, sold, or for 
which a license is asked or has been granted; and the same opportunity and facility 
shall be afforded, by the licensee or some person acting in his stead, any member of 
the Metropolitan police force, who has reaso lable belief that the law is being vio- 
lated, to entar ana examine at all times such licensed places, and no person or persons 
shall obstruct, hinder, or in any manner molost such inspector or officer, provided 
such inspector or officer exhibits a badge showing he is such inspector or officer. 

Par. 11. That regularly licensed druggiste or pnarmacists shall not be required to 
obtain license under the provisions of thib section, but they shall not sell intoxicating 
liquors, nor compound, nor mix any composition thereof, nor sell any malt extract, 
or ot-her proprietary medicines containing more than two per centum of alcohol, 
except such compounds, compositions, malt extracts, or proprietary medicines be 
so medicated as to be medicinal preparations or compounds unfit for use as beverages, 
excei)t upon a written and bona fide prescri]^tion of a duly licensed and regularly 
practicing physician in the District of Colambia, whose n^me shall be si^ed thereto . 
Such prescription shall contain a statement that the disease of the patient required 
such a prescription, shall be numbered in the order of receiving, and shall be canceled 
by writing on it the word "canceled" and th^. date on which it was presented and 
filled, and kept on file in consecutive order, subject to public inspection at all times 
during business hours. No such prescription shall be filled more than once. Every 
druggist or pharmacist selling intoxicating liquors as herein provided shall keep a 
book provided for the purpose, and shall en tor therein at the time of every sale a 
true record of the date of the sale, the name of the purchaser, who shall sign his name 
in said book as a part of the entry, his resid-mce (gjiving tha street and house number, 
if there be such), the kind and quantity and price of such liquor, the purpose for 
which it was sold, and the name of the physician giving the prescription therefor. 
Such book shall be open to public inspection during busuiess hours, and shall be in 
form substantially as follows: 



Date. 



Name of 
purchaser. 


Residence. 


Kind and 
quantity. 


Purpose of 
use. 


Price. 


Name of 
physician. 















Signature 

of 
purchaser. 



Said book shall be produced before the ex(!i«»e board or the courts when required : 
Provided, That pure grain alcohol may be sold without a physician's prescription 
for mechanical, medicinal, and scientific purposes by registered druggists or phar- 
macists, who shall keep a book for the purpose of registering such sales in a similar 
manner or form as required for the salt* of r.itoxirating liquors as provided in this 
section: Provided further. That any pei*son whi shall make any false statement as to 
the purpose or use of alcohol purchased under the provisions of this section shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and be fia-Ki for each offense not more thafi fifty 
dollars, and in default of the payment of surh fine shall be imprisoned in the work- 
house of said District not exceeding thirty days 

Any druggist or pharmacist who shall sell or dispanse any intoxicating liquors, ex- 
cept in such manner as provided in this section, or who shall fail or refuse to keep 
the record herein required, or who shall refill any prescriptions, or who shall violate 
any other provisions of this paragraph, shall be guilty of illegal selling, and upon 
conviction thereof shall be subject to the penalties prescribed in paragraph twelve of 
this section. Upon a second conviction f jr said offense, in addition to the penalties 
prescribed in said paragraph twelve, it shall be a part of the judgment of conviction 
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that the license of such druggist or pharmacist to practice pharmacy shall be revoked, 
and the court before which such person is tried and convicted shall cause a certified 
copy of such judgment of conviction to be certified to the board having authority to 
issue licenses to practice pharmacy in the District of Columbia. 

Any physician who shall prescribe any intoxicating liqu(5r except for treatment of 
disease which, after his own persanal diagnosis, he shall deem to require such treat- 
ment, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined not less than $50 nor more than $200, and in default of payment of said fine 
shall be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse for not less than thirtjr nor more 
than ninety days, and upon a second conviction for said offense, in addition to the 
penalty above provided, it shall be a part of the judgment of conviction that the 
license of such physician to practice medicine be revoked, and the court before which 
such physician is tried and convicted shall cause a certified copy of such judgment 
of conviction to be certified to the board having authority to issue licenses to practice 
medicine in the District of Columbia. 

Par. 12. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, club, or associa- 
tion manufacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping for sale, traflScking in, barter- 
ii^, exchanging for goods, or otherwise furnishing any intoxicating liquors in the 
District of Columbia, without first having obtained a license as herein provided, or 
shall manufacture, sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, trafl&c in, barter, exchange for 
goods, or give away intoxicating liquors in any part, section, or district of the District 
of Columbia wherein the same is prohibited by law, upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined not less than $250 nor more than $800, and in default in the payment of such 
fine be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse for not less than two months nor 
more than six months; and upon every subsequent conviction for such offense shall, 
in addition to the penalty named, to wit, a fine of not less than $250 nor more than 
$800 be imprisoned in the workhouse of the District of Columbia not less than three 
months nor more than one year. 

Par. 13. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, or club having 
obtained a license under this section, who shall violate any of its provisions shall, 
upon conviction of such violation, be fined not less than $100 nor more than $500, 
and the excise board "may, in its discretion, revoke the license; and upon a second 
conviction of such violation such licensee shall be fined not less than $200 nor more 
than $500, and in addition to such fine the excise board diall immediately revoke the 
license. That upon the conviction of any licensee of keeping a disoraerly or dis- 
reputable place, it shall be the duty of the excise board to immediately revoke the 
license of such convicted licensee, and after such revocation no license shall again 
be granted to him for said place or elsewhere, nor shall a license be granted to anyone 
else for said place for a penod of three years from the date of said revocation of license. 

Par. 14. That no licensee under this section shall allow any female or any minor 
or any person convicted of crime, to sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating 
liquors, or any admixture thereof, to any person or persons, or except in the cases 
of hotels, restaurants, and clubs shall permit the playing of pool or billiards, or any 
other games whatever, in the room where such liquors are sold or drunk, or in any 
adjoining or intercommunicating room; nor shall he, except in the case of hotels, 
restaurants, and clubs, permit the playing of music or theatricals of any kind, or 
provide other amusements in his place of business or in connection therewith. Nor 
shall any barroom licensee establish more than one bar under his license, and the 
sale or dispensing of liquors, except in case of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, shall 
be confined to the room in which said bar is located; nor provide or permit to be used 
more than one entrance to said barroom from the street, which entrance shall be the 
one mentioned in his application for license, unless the excise board shall especially 
permit an extra entrance. Nor shall any barroom licensee sell, give, furnish, or dis- 
tribute any intoxicating liquors to any female, nor permit any female to enter or re- 
main in his barroom: Provided^ That bona fide guests of hotels, restaurants, and clubs 
having a license to sell intoxicating liquors may be served with liquors at meals in 
such hotels, restaurants, and clubs during the time liquor may be sold: Provided 
further^ That no place shall be deemed a restaurant withm the meaning of this para- 
graph until the same shall have been declared such by action of the excise board. 

Par. 15. That all applicants who have had a license during the preceding year 
who so desire shall apply for a renewal of such license on or before the first day of 
September of each license year: Provided^ That in the event of the death of a person 
having a license under this section during a license year there shall be refunded to 
the personal representative of the deceased such amount of the license fee in pro- 
portion to the unexpired part of the license year: Provided further ^ That the minimum 
portion of said license fee to be retained for any portion of the license year, irrespective 
of its proportion to the entire year, shall be $200 in the case of barroom licenses and 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 86 

1100 in the case of wholesale licenses: Provided ^urth^r, That the personal repre- 
sentative of any deceased licensee may within thirty days after the death of such 
licensee transfer said license in accordance with the provisions of ^is law, touching 
transfers of licenses. 

Par. 16. That no license^ either wholesale or barroom, shall be issued to any person 
or for any place located within one thousand feet of the grounds of the marine bar- 
racks, the War College, and engineer'barracks, or of the navy yard, in the District of 
Columbia. 

Par. 17. That any person assisting in or aiding and abetting the violation of any 
of the provisions of this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, on conviction 
thereof, shall be fined not less than $50 nor more than $100, or be imprisoned in the 
District jail or workhouse for not more than three months for each and everj' offense: 
Provided, That no witness shall be excused from testifying in any case brought under 
this section on the ground that his answers may tend to incriminate him in conuoc- 
tion with any violation of this section, and such witness so testifying shall not there- 
after bs prosecuted for violation of any provision of this section concerning which 
such witness may have testified. 

Par. 18. That prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this section shall be 
on information filed in the police court by the corporation counsel of the District of 
Columbia or any of his assistants duly autJdorized to act for him. and said corporation 
counsel or his assistants shall file such information upon the presentation to him or 
his assistants of sworn information that the law has been violated; and such corpora- 
tion counsel and his assistants shall have power to administer oaths to such informant 
or informants, and such others as present themselves, and anyone making a false oath 
to any material fact shall be deemed guilty of perjury and subject to the same penal- 
ties as now provided by law for such offense. 

Par. 19. That if one or more persona who are competent witnesses shall charge on 
oath or affirmation before the corporation counsel of the District of Columbia, or any 
of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, representing that any person, com- 
pany, copartnership, association, club, or corjioration has or have violatad or is vio- 
laiiug the provisions of this section by manufacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping 
for sale, trafficking in, bartering, exchanging for goods, giving away, or otherwise 
furnishing intoxicating liquor without license, and shall request said corporation coun- 
sel, or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, to issue a warrant, said 
attorney or any of his assistants shall issue such warrant, in which warrant the room, 
house, Duiliing, or other place in which the violation is alleged to have occurred or 
is occurring shall be specifically dbscribed, and said warrant shall be placed in the 
hands of the captain or acting captain of the police precinct in which the room, 
house, building, or other place above referred to is located, commaading him at once 
to thoroughly search said described room, houss, building, or otlier place and the 
appurtenances thereof, and if any such shall ba found to take into his possession and 
safely keep, to be produced as evidence when required, all intoxicating liquors (if 
the same shall be found in q^uantl ties and in condition to suggest that it is kept for 
sale), aud all the means of dispensing same, also all the paraphernalia or part of the 
paraphernalia of a barroom or other intoxicating-liquor establishment, and any 
United States internal-revenue tax receipt or certificate for the manufacture or sale 
of intoxicating liquor effective for the period of time covering the alleged offense, 
and forthwith report all the facts to thf corporation counsel of the District of Columbia; 
and such intoxicating liquor or the means for dispensing same, or the paraphernalia of 
a barroom or other intoxicating-liquor establishment, or any United States internal- 
revenue tax receipt or certificate for the sale of intoxicating licjuor effective as afore- 
said, ^hall be prima facie evidence of the violation of the provisions of paragraph one 
of this section as chargod or presented. If the accused shall be found guilty, the 
intoxicating liquor so seized shall, after the trial and time for writ of error, if no writ 
of error is taken, be destroyed by the police department; if the accused be found noi 
guilty, the whole shall be held as his, its, or their property, or the property of the real 
owner. 

Par. 20. That it shall not be necessary in order to convict any person, company, 
association, club, or corporation, his, its, or their agents, officers, clerks, or servants 
of manufacturing or selling intoxicating liquors without license, or, in any section of 
the District of Columbia where the manufacture and sale is prohibited, to prove the 
actual sale, delivery of, or payment for any intoxicating liquors, but the evidence of 
having or keeping them in hand and offermg to sell or barter, exchanging for goods or 
merchandise, shall be sufficient to convict; nor shall it be necessary in a warrant or 
in information to specify the particular land of liquor manufactured, sold, offered for 
sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for goods or merchandise, but 
it ^all 06 sufficient to allege in the warrant or information that the accused manu- 
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factured, sold, offered for sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for 
goods or merchandise, or kept it deposited to sell or barter. 

Par. 21. That every person who shall, within the District of Columbia, directly 
or indirectly, keep or maintain, by himself or by associating or combining with others, 
or who shall in any manner aid, abet, or assist in keeping or maintaining any club- 
room or other place in which any intoxicating liquors, the sale of which without a 
license is prohibited by this section, is received or kept for the purpose of use, sale, 
barter, giving away, or otherwise furnishing, or for aiBtribution or division among 
the members of any club or association by any means whatever, without firat having 
a license so to do, or in sections of the District wherein the sale of intoxicating liquor 
is prohibited, and every person who shall use, sell, barter, give away, or otherwise 
furnish, distribute, or aivide any such liquors so received or kept shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and subject to the penalties prescribed in paragraph twelve of this 
section. 

Par. 22. That any person who shall, in the District of Columbia, in any street or 
alley, in any public place, or in or upon any street car, or in or upon any other vehicle 
commonly used for the transportation of passengers, or in or about any depot, plat- 
form, or waiting station, drink any intoxicating liquor of any kind, or if any person 
shall be drunk or intoxicated in any street, alley, or public or private road, or in any 
passenger coach, street car, or any public place or building, or at any public gather- 
ing, or if any person shall be drunk or intoxicated and shall disturb the peace of any 
person, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, shall be 
punished by a fine of not less than $10 nor more than $100, or by imprisonment for 
not less than five days nor more than thirty days in the workhouse or jail of Hie District 
of Columbia, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

Par. 23. That the issuance of an internal-revenue special tax receipt or certificate 
by the United States to any person as a wholesale or retail dealer in distilled liquors 
or in malt liquors at any place within the District of Columbia shall be prima facie 
evidence of the sale of intoxicating liquors by such person at such place, or at any 
other place of business of such person in the District where such special tax receipt 
is posted and at the time charged in any prosecution under this section, but such 
time must be within the life of such receipt or certificate. 

Par. 24. That in the intarpratation of this section words of singular number shall 
be deemed to include their plurals, and words of masculine gender shall be deemed 
to include the feminine, as the case may be. 

Par. 25. That this section shall be in full force and effect from and after July first, 
nineteen hundred and thirteen, and shall be in lieu of and as a substitute for all 
existing laws and regulations in the District of Columbia in relation to the sale of 
intoxicating liguors in said District, except such laws as prohibit the sale of intoxi- 
cating liquors in certain defined sections or parts of the District and laws of Congress 
pertaxning to persons, premises, and territory over which the Federal Government 
exercises jurisdiction; and all laws and parts of laws inconsistent with this section, 
except such laws above referred to, be, and they are hereby, repealed. 

Approved, March 4, 1913. 



[Public— No. 107.] 
An Act to prohibit the granting of liquor licenses within one mile of the Soldiers' Home. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled^ That on and after the passage of this act no license for the sale 
of intoxicating liquor at any place within one mile of the Soldiers' Home property in 
the District of Columbia shall be granted. 

Approved, February 28, 1891. 



[Public — No. 47.] 

An Act to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors near the Government Hospital for the Insane and the 

Home for the Aged and Infirm. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled^ That it shall be unlawful to sell, either by wholesale or retail, 
intoxicating liquor of any kind at any point between the Government Hospital for 
the Insane and the Home for the A^ed and Infirm, or within a radius of one-half mile 
of the boundaries of either of the said properties. 

Approved, February 1, 1907. 
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Rules and Regulation. 

adopted by the excise board for the district op columbia. 

In accordance with section 9 of an act making appro|)riation8 to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1914, and for other purposes, approved March 4, 1913. 

(The number in parentheses after each section of these rules and regulations indicates the paragraph 
of the excise law involved. 

Wherever there is no reference to a paragraph of the excise law, the general power and authority of the 
excise board under the law has been invoked.) 

Section 1. Wlierever the term "intoxicating liquors" is used in these rules and 
regulations it shall be deemed to include Tfhisky, brandy, gin, wine, cordials, rum, 
ale, porter, beer, hard or fermented cider, and all other fermented, distilled, spir- 
ituous, vinous, and malt liquors, and every mixture of liquors 'v^hich shall contain 
more than two per centum, by weight, of alcohol, and any mixture of liquor which 
shall contain less than two per centum of alcohol, if the same shall be intox icating. ( 1) 

Sec. 2. No license shall be issued to a hotel, as such, having less than fifty bed- 
rooms for guests. This shall be effective from and after November first, nineteen 
hundred and thirteen. (2) 

Sec 3. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, not more than 
three saloons or barrooms other than in hotels or clubs shall be permitted on one 
side of a street between intersecting streets, nor more than four on both sides of a 
street between intersecting streets. (2) 

Sec. 4. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, no barroom 
license shall be granted T^ithiu three hundred feet of any alleyway occupied for 
residences or places commonly called slums, measured between the nearest entrances 
thereto by the shortest coiu'se of travel, except upon the unanimous vote of all three 
members of the excise board. (2) 

Sec 5. Beginning November first^ nineteen hundred and fourteen, no saloon, 
barroom, or other place where intoxicating liquors are sold at retail or tic holesale, 
other than hotels and clubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained within four 
hundred feet of any public schoolhouse, or a now located or established college, or 
university, or within four hundred feet of any now established house of religious 
worship, measured between the nearest entrances thereto by the shortest course of 
travel. (2) 

Sec 6. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, no barroom 
licenses shall be granted on any side of a street where less than fifty per centum of 
the foot frontage betvveen intersecting streets, excluding the part of buildings \^ herein 
barroom licenses are held, is used for business purposes: Provided j That this restric- 
tion shall not apply to hotels and clubs. (2) 

Sec 7. Beginning November first, nineteen hundred and fourteen, wholesale 
licenses (to sell intoxicating liquors in quantities of five gallons and over) shall not 
be granted on any side of a street where less than fifty per centum of the foot frontage 
between intersecting streets, excluding the part of all buildings wherein barroom 
licenses are heLi. is used for business purposes, except where intoxicating liquors 
are not to be sold and delivered on the premises. (2) 

Sec 8. Wholesale licenses may be granted, without restriction as to location 
(except within four hundred feet of any public schoolhouse, or a now located or 
estabfished college, or university, or within four hundred feet of any now estabKshed 
house of religious worship), in cases where the licensees sell intoxicating liquors in 
quantities less than five gallons. (2) 

Sec 9. Should there oe pending before the excise board on September second, 
nineteen hundred and fourteen, more than three hundred applications for renewals 
of barroom licenses, including those in hotels and clubs, filed by applicants equally 
worthy, in the opinion of the excise board, licenses will be refused to those appU- 
cants in excess of three hundred who last secured transfers of their licenses from the 
prohibited sections into the business streets. (2) 

Sec 10. A blank form of petition for license to sell intoxicating liquors in the 
District of Columbia shall be furnished by the excise board to each person desiring 
to apply for such license. 

Tne petitions shall be considered and acted upon by the excise board in the order 
in which they are received. (4) ' 

Sec 11. A notice shall be posted by the applicant conspicuously on the front of 
every building wherein a license to sell intoxicating liquors is applied for. Wher- 
ever the building fronts on two or more streets the notice shall be posted on each 
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front. When a renewal of license is applied for the notice shall be posted from Sep- 
tember first to September fifteenth, both inclusive. When a transfer of license from 
one person to another or from one location to another is applied for during the license 
year, the notice shall be posted for the period of fifteen aays beginning with the day 
the application is filed. 

The excise board shall furnish each applicant with the notice card required to be 
posted. The form of such notice shall be as follows: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT 

HAS APPLIED FOR A 

(Barroom or wholesale liquor) 

UCENSE AT THIS PLACE. 

During the time that the notice is poste<l no other sign of like size or appearance 
shall be displayed on the outside of the proposed licensee's premises. (4) 

Sec. 12. AH applicants for licenses or renewals of licenses for the license year 
beginning November first, nineteen hundred and thirteen, shall post the notice 
mentioned in section eleven of these rules and regulatiouiu from October first to 
October fifteenth, nineteen hundred and tliirteen, both inclusive. (4) 

Sbc. 13. All protests against the granting or transferring of a license must be in 
writing, signed oy the protestants, and filed with the excise board within ten days 
from the date of posting notice of application for such license or transfer. 

In any case where a protestant desires to be heard in person, the excise board shall 
fix the time for such hearing, and notice thereof shall be sent to the applicant for 
license, as well as the protestant. (4) 

Sec. 14. There shall be three classes of barroom licenses^ as follows: 

(a) Where the licensee conducts a barroom only, in which case he, or she, or it is 
prohibited from dispensing intoxicating liquors to women entirely, and is prohibited 
from dispensing liquors to adult males anywhere outside of the room where the bar is 
located. 

(6) Where the licensee conducts a bar and restaurant and his, her, or its place of 
business has been declared a restaurant within the meaning *of the excise law, the 
licensee may dispense intoxicating liquors (not personally, if a female) to adult males 
in any room on the premises, and may dispense intoxicating liquors (not personally, 
if a female) to adult females with meals only, and only in such dining rooms as are 
described in section twenty-three of these rules and regulations. 

(c) Where the licensee is a club or conducts a hotel, it, he, or she (not personally) 
may dispense intoxicating liquors to adult males anywhere on the premises, and may 
dispense intoxicating liquors (not personally, if a female) to adult females with meals 
only anywhere on the premises. (5) 

Sec. 15. Under a wholesale liquor license, intoxicating liquors shall be. sold in 
sealed packages only and each package shall contain not less than one qiart; except 
that any sealed original or bonded pacKage containing not less than approximately one 
pint may be sold. (5) 

A "sealed original" package comprehends a package not filled at the time of sale, 
but one carried m stock, whether filled on the premises of the licensee or elsewhere. 

A "sealed" package comprehends a package securely sealed, whether sealed at the 
time of sale or oefore. (5) 

Sec. 16. Every license to a club or other corporation shall be issued in the name 
of its president, who shall make, execute, and swear to a petition for license con- 
taining: 

(a) The names and addresses of the oflficers and directors. 

(6) Except in cases of hotels, clubs, and makers, brewers, and distillers of intoxi- 
cating liquors, the names and addresses of all stockholders and the stockholding 
interest of each. 

Every application for license to a club shall be accompanied by the certificate of its 
president, in the following form: 

"In accordance with paragraph 5, section 9, of the act of Congress, appoved March 

4, 1913, constituting the liquor law of the District of Columbia, I , 

president of. Club of the city of Washington, District of Columbia, 

hereby certify that said club is duly incorporated; that its membership is bona fide, 
all being on an equal status with equal privileges and responsibilities; that its pur- 
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posea are Intimate and that the sale of liquor intended is no more than an incident 
and is not a prime source of revenue; that the officers of said club are as follows, viz: 



''PresiamL" (5) 

Sec. 17. Every corporation (including clubs and hotels) applying for a license shall 
file with its petition a certified copy of its charter or articles of incorporation. (5) 

Sec. 18. Minors imder the age of eighteen may enter a wholesale liquor store in a 
case where the licensee also sells merchandise other than intoxicating liquors, and 
where the intoxicating liquors are carried in stock and sold in a section of the store set 
apart for that purpose by a railing: Provided^ That no minor, under the age of eig:hteen, 
shall be permittea to enter the place so set apart: Avd provided fur ther. That no intoxi- 
cating liquors shall be sold, given away, or in any way disposed of to a minor. (6) 

Sec. 18. (a) For the purpose of cleaning up and doing other necessary work, li- 
censed premises may be entered or occupied by licensees and their regular employees 
between six forty-five o'clock a. m. and seven o'clock a. m., except on Sun lays and 
Inauguration Day; and between the hours of ten o'clock a. m. and twelve o'clock noon 
on Sundays and Inauguration Day: Provided, That neither said licensees nor their 
employees shall drink, sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors during the 
times mentioned. (6) 

Sec. 19. A licensee desiring to transfer his, her, or its license from one location to 
another shall make application in writing to tne excise board for such transfer, stating: 

(a) The exact location of the particular place for which a license is desired, desig- 
nating the same by street and number, if practicable, and if not, by such otner apt 
description as will definitely locate it. 

(6) The full name and residence of the owner of the premises where the license is 
desired. 

No transfer (either to another person or another place) can be approved until the 
applicant therefor shall have paid to the collector oi taxes of the District of Columbia 
the fee of |2 required by law, and evidence of such payment shall have been filed with 
the excise board. (8) 

Sec. 20. A licensee desiring to transfer his, her, or its license to another shall make 
application in writing for such transfer, giving full name of proposed licensee. In 
every such case the proposed licensee shall file the petition for license referred to in 
section ten of these niles and regulations. (8) 

Sec. 20. (a) In case of the death of a licensee, the duly authorized personal represent- 
ative of the deceased or any person or persons authorized by the Supreme Coiu't of the 
District of Columbia may, with the consent in writing of the excise board, conduct 
the business for a period of not exceeding thirty days after such death, and, unless 
the license be transferred within thirty days (including the fifteen days' posting re- 
quired by sec. II of the niles and regulations) after the death of the licensee, the 
hcense shall expire, in accordance with paragraph 15 of the excise law. 

Sec. 20. (6) Except in case of the death of a licensee any person or persons duly 
authorized by the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia may, with the consent 
in writing of the excise board, conduct the business of a licensee for a period of not 
exceeding sixty days. In such cases posting of the licensed premises shall not be 
required. ^8) 

Sec. 21. (a) No licensee shall allow any female, minor, or any person convicted of 
crime, to sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating liquors, or any admixture 
thereof, to any person or persons. 

(6) Except in cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, no licensee shall permit the 
playing of pool or billiards, or any other games whatever, in rtie room where intoxi- 
cating liquors are sold or drunk, or in any adjoining or intercommunicating room. 
Every pool or billiard room shall have a separate entrance from the street and no 
entrance from within the building accessible from the barroom. 

(c) Except in cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, no licensee shall permit the 
playing of music or theatricals of any kind, or provide other amusements in his, her, 
or its mace of business or in connection therewith. 

(d) No licensee shall establish more than one bar under his, her, or its license. 

(e) Except in cases of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, no licensee shall sell or dis- 
pense intoxicating liquors elsewhere than in the room in which the bar is located. 
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(J) Only one entrance to a barroom from the street, which entrance shall be the one 
mentioned in his, her, or its 8.pplication for license, is permitted ; and no other entrance 
to said barroom from any street, or from any public or private alley or passageway 
outside of the building in which a barroom Ucense is granted shall be used^or allowed 
unless the excise board shall especially permit an extra entrance upon written appli- 
cation therefor by a licensee. • ' 

{g) No licensee shall sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating liquors to 
any female, nor permit any fem?,le to loiter or remain in his; her, or its bsrroom: 
Provided^ That bona fide guests of hotels, restaurants, and clubs having licenses to 
sell intoxicating liquors may be served \\ith liquors at meals in such hotels, restau- 
rants, and clubs during the time liguor ma> be sold: Provided further ^ That no place 
shall be deemed a restaurant within the meaning of the excise law until the same 
8ha,ll have been declared such by action of the excise board. 

The provisions and prohibitions of this section of these rules and regulations became 
effective Jul> first, nineteen hundred and thirteen. (14) 

Sec. 22. No place shall be declared a restaurant within the meaning of the excifie 
law unless, in the opinion of the excise board, its kitchen and dining-room facilities 
are suflficient to prepare and serve regular meals to guests. (14) 

Sec. 23. Intoxicating liquors may be served to females in restaurants (declared 
such by the excise board) only with meals, meaning food for the female costing in 
each case not less than 25 cents, and onlv in a dining room having at least one entrance 
from a public hallway or from a main or public dining room, and the entrance shall 
afford a full view of the interior of the dining room at all times, and neither a door nor 
other means for shutting off, or partially shutting off, such view shall be attached 
thereto or used in connection therewith. No licensee shall keep or maintain any 
dining room not open to full \iew from a public hallway or a main or public dining 
room in the manner indicated herein. The closed door "private dining room" is 
prohibited. 

Sec. 24. In the is3uance of licenses no distinction shall be made between males 
and females: Provided, That no female, including female licensees, shall be permitted 
to personally dispense intoxicaing liquors. (14) 

Sec. 25. The application of the personal representative of a deceased licensee for 
refimd, or for transfer of license, shall be accompanied by a certified copy of his, her, 
or its letters testamentary or of administration, as the case may be. (15) 

Sec 26. That which is generally known in clubs as the "locker system" is pro- 
hibited. (21) 

Sec. 27. Intoxicating liquors shall be dispensed only in sealed packages when 
intended for consumption elsewhere than at the place of sale. What is generally 
known as the "growler" or "bucket" trade is prohibited. 

Sec. 28. The name of the proprietor and the word "caf^," "buffet," "bar," "bar- 
room," or "restaurant" only shall be displayed by the licensee on the building 
wherein a barroom license has been granted, except in cases of hotels and clubs. 

Sec 29. Where a wholesale license has been issued, in addition to the name of the 
proprietor the words "wholesale liquors and wines" only shall be displayed on the 
outside of the licensee's premises, except in cases where merchandise other than 
intoxicating liquors is sola. The kinds and prices of liquors displayed in windows 
may be indicated by cards six inches square, and all other signs and cards advertising 
intoxicating liquors, visible from the street, are prohibited. 

Sec 30. Wherever intoxicating liquors are sold, the display of obscene pictures is 
prohibited. 

Sec 31. No licensee shall permit barrels, kegs, or cases to remain on the pavement 
in front of his, her, or its premises longjer than is absolutely necessary. 

Sec 32. Two members of the excise board shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of business. 

Sec 33. Interested persons and their attorneys are admonished not to attempt to 
discuss pending questions with individual members of the excise board; all such 
discussion must be had before members while sitting as a beard and not otherwise. 

The foregoing rules and regulations were adopted by the excise board the twenty- 
third day of Septembdi*, nineteen hundred and thirteen, and amended to this tenth 
day of September, nineteen hundred and fourteen. 

Robert G. Smith, Chairman, 
Henry S. Baker, 
Cotter T. Bride, 
Excise Board for the District of Columbia, 

The Chairman. I have here a letter addressed to the excise board 
by Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker, your attorney, in which he sets out the 
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instances in which the board made changes in the law. Will you 
please read that letter for the information of the committee ? 
Mr. Wilson. This letter reads as follows: 

WAsraNGTON, D. C, September 25, 19 IS. 

To the honorable the Excise Board, District op Columbia, 

District Building^ Washington, D. C. 

Gentlemen: Yesterday and the day before you very kindly accorded me oppor- 
tunities to express to you verbally the objections of the Anti-Saloon League to certain 
sections of your recently adopted rules and regulations authorized by the excise law. 
in order that these objections may be made a matter of record in your office, and so 
that there may be no misunderstanding of the attitude of the league in reference 
thereto, I desire to submit the following memoranda: 

Section 2: The words **as such." after the word ''hotel," are objected to for the 
reason that they appear to permit the granting of a bafroom license to a hotel with 
less than 50 bearooms for guests; in other words, such a hotel may have a barroom 
license, which, in my opinion, is at variance w^th the law, which, in section 2, pro- 
vides that "Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms 
for guests." 

Section 3: This section is objected to for the reason that it defers the .reduction of 
the number of barrooms on blocks from November 1 , 1913", to November 1, ] 914, which 
is at variance with the intent and purpose of the act. It is the duty of the excise 
board to refuse to relicense more than four barrooms on any one block, and not more 
than three on one side of any block. 

Section 4: This section is protested for the reason that it defers the right and privi- 
lege of a member of the excise board to object to the granting of a barroom license 
within 300 feet of an alley occupied for residents, or places commonly called "slums/* 
to November 1, 1914, which, in my opinion, is contrary to the expressed intent and 
purpose of the act. 

Section 5: This section is objected to because it permits the maintenance of bar- 
rooms and wholesale liquor establishments within 400 feet of public schoolhouses, 
established colleges, universities, and houses of religious worship for the year begin- 
ning November 1 , 1913, contrary to what seems to be a plain provision of the law. 

Section 6: The last sentence of this section "that barroom licenses may be granted to 
hotels and clubs without restrictions as to location " is contrary to law and is protested. 
The law provides no exception in favor of hotels and clubs when it comes to their loca- 
tion in residence districts or on residence streets. This section is further protested for 
the reason that it permits the granting and maintenance of barroom licenses on a side 
of a street where less than 50 per cent of the foot frontage between inteisecting streets, 
excluding buildings wherein oarroom licenses are held, is used for business purposes, 
until November 1, 1914, contrary to law. 

Section 8: This section is objected to because it permits licensing of wholesale 
liquor establishments on residence streets or in residence sections contrary to the 
expressed provisions of the law. 

Section 18: The expressed permission of the excise board given in this section for 
minors to enter wholesale liquor estabUshments where groceries or other merchan- 
dise are sold is objected to on the ground that the excise board has no power under 
the law to enact such a rule, as the same is contrary to the expressed provisions of 
the act. 

Section 24: This section is objected to because it is in violation of the spirit and 
plain intent of the law that females should not conduct bar rooms. 
. The above-noted objections to your rules and regulations are not offered in an 
antagonistic sense, nor are they intended in any way to reflect on the conscientious 
work and fairmindedness of the members of the board. However, the constructions 
of the law objected to, if allowed to stand, will so vitally reduce the force and effect 
of the law that this protest is made necessary. 

The Anti-Saloon League has a duty to perform on behalf of its large constituertfcy 
in the District, which is anxious for the best possible results from the new law. With- 
out question, the act is a remedial one, and as such should be so administered; that 
auestions aris'mg under it involving doubt should be resolved in favor of the law and 
le community rather than in favor of the traffic in whatever form it takes. Believing 
thus, the Anti-Saloon League appeals to you to give fiu*ther consideration to these 
matters before thev are finally printed and given to the public. 

Very respectfully submitted . 

A. E. Shoemaker, 
Attorney, Anti-Saloon League, District of Columbia. 
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Senator Thompson. Did you or they later receive a reply to this 
letter ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; there was a reply received, and I have in my 
hand at this time an original copy oi that reply, signed by the chair- 
man of the excise board, which was sent to me. 

Senator Thompson. What was the date of your letter ? 

Mr. Wilson. The letter of Mr. Shoemaker was dated the 25th of 
September, 1913. 

Senator Thompson. And the answer of the excise board is dated 
September 26, 1913? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Just read that letter for the information of the 
committee. 

Mr. Wilson. This letter reads as follows: 

Excise Board for the District of Columbia., 

Washington^ September 2$, 191S, 
The Anti-Saloon League, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sirs: The excise board is in receipt of your communication of the 26th 
instant, wherein objection is made to sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 18, 24 of its rules and 
regulations, recently adopted. 

The sections will be considered here in the order mentioned. 

Sections 2 to 5: Your objections to sections 2, 3, 4, 5 deal exclusively with the 
question ''Shall any licensee who in the conduct of his business does not violate the 
law be deprived of nis license or required to change his location prior to November 1, 
1914?" On this point the law reads: 

"In the issuing of licenses for barrooms it shall be the duty of the excise board to 
adopt such a policy as will reduce the number of barrooms, including those in hotels 
and clubs, to not exceeding three hundred by November first, nineteen hundred and 
fourteen, but no licensee who shall conduct nis business within the law shall be de- 
prived of his license or required to change his location before November first, nineteen 
hundred and fourteen." 

It is the opinion of the excise board that Congress meant just what it said, that no 
licensee who does not violate the law shall be deprived of his license prior to Novem- 
ber 1, 1914. This view is not only supported by the language of the law, but also 
by the very clear expressions of views by Members of the House of Representatives 
on the floor of the House during the discussion of the excise law. 

The Hon. Edwin Y. Webb said: 

"We extend the time for the reduction of the number of saloons to 300 to November, 
1914. That gives the present barkeepers 18 months to sell out and close up business." 
(Cong. Record, vol. 49, No. 74, p. 4723.) 

The Hon. Swagar Sherley said: 

"It gives 18 months to men now in the saloon business to accommodate themselves 
to the new conditions. It does regulate by eventuallv reducing the number of saloons 
to 300, and included in that number are the clubs, which are limited to 25." (Cong. 
Record, vol. 49, No. 74, p. 4715.) 

Section 6. The Excise Board has declared that it was not the intention of Congress 
to eliminate clubs and hotels from the residential portions of the District. While the 
law recognizes only two kinds of licenses, "wholesale liquor and barroom licenses," 
it clearly distinguishes between a barroom as an institution and a barroom license. 
In paragraph 2 of the Excise Law, which excludes barrooms from residential streets, 
the law distinctly refers to "barrooms" and not to all institutions having "barroom 
licenses." The language of the law is: 

"Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors * * * in any residence 
portion of the District of Columbia; and it shall be the duty of the Excise Board to 
determine in the case of each application for license whether the location where the 
barroom is to be located is or is not within the business portion of the District, * * ; 
Provided, That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any side of 
any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot frontage, 
not including saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses * * *." 

In practically every other paragraph of the law hotels and clubs are expressly ex- 
empted from the restrictions placed on barrooms or saloons. And it is clear tliat in 
eliminating licenses from residential streets there was no intention to disturb clubs 
and hotels, the plain purpose of Congress being to wipe out barrooms as such. 
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. Section 8. The law reads: 

"Hereafter no license shall be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed 
packages and not to be dnmk on the premises in any residence portion of the District 
of Columbia; * * * nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside of 
the business districts as above provided/' 

A casual readins of this language leads to the conclusion that the opening sentence 
is directly contradicted b; the closing one. A careful study of the entire paragraph, 
however, and of the entire Excise Law, indicates that Congress did not intend to 
eliminate from residential streets the fancy grocer/ stores which incidentally handle 
intoxicating liquors for the family trade. To reach the conclusion that wholesale 
licenses were to be excluded it woiild be necessar - to eliminate from the law entirely 
the words "otherwise than in sealed packages and not to be drunk on the premises." 
The Excise Board is not of the opinion that the language quoted is meaningless. It is 
the duty of the Excise Board in construing the law to give effect to all of its language 
wherever by doing so a reasonable conclusion can be reached. The rules and reguia* 
tions provide that the fancy grocer^^ and liquor store is not to be eliminated from the 
residential streets, but that the laige wholesale liquor establishments shall be, thua 
giving effect to all the language quoted. 

Section 18. The language of the law involved iil this section is: 

"No minor under the age of eighteen years shall be allowed to enter or be permitted 
to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than a hotel, res- 
taurant, or club; * * * " 

While this language would appear to preclude permitting a minor in any store where 
intoxicating liquors are sold, the excise board concluded that Congress did not intend 
to prohibit the sending of a minor into a fancy grocery store for groceries because 
intoxicating liquors might also be on sale therein. It is to be noticed that minors are 
not permitted to enter or remain "in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold." 
This section of the rules and regulations expressly provides that no minor shall be 
permitted to enter or remain in the place in a store where intoxicating liguors are 
carried in stock or sold; that place must be railed off and minors are prohibited from 
entering therein. 

Section 24. There is not one word in the entire exci.se law directly precluding the 
granting of a license to a female. At the time of the enactment of this legislation 
more than 30 females held liquor licenses in the District of Columbia, and had Congress 
intended to legislate them out of business it could and would have said so directly. 
As showing a contrary intention, the language of paragraph 24 is: 

""That in the interpretation of this sectwn words of singular number shall be deemed 
to include their plurals, and words of masculine gender shall be deemed to include the 
feminine, as the case may be." 

Respectfully, Jos. C. Sheehy, Chairman. 

The Chaibman. What occasion have you had to observe the manner 
m which the excise board has conducted itself in reference to the 
licensing of saloons and permitting them to operate in the District ? 

Mr. Wilson. Broadly speaking, 1 am of the opinion that the excise 
board has exercised its discretion as far as possible on the side of the 
liquor interests. There is one case which was a flagrant violation 
of the law, in my opinion. Louise Gordon was permitted to operate 
a barroom, in violation of the law and without a license, from March 
15, 1914, until the morning of June 27, 1914, and it was then closed 
by reason of representation which I personally made to the Hon. 
Frederick L. Siddons, then Commissioner of the District of Colum- 
bia. I think I have somewhere a letter which I wrote on that 
occasion— a copy of it. On June 26, 1914, by chance I met Mr. 
Siddons in a lunch room. He asked me what I thought about the con- 
ditions of the excise board. I told him they were not very good; 
that there were some very unpleasant things occurring; and that 
the most striking one that I recalled at that moment was the per- 
mitting of a barroom to run at 407 Q Street without a license from 
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March 15 until that tune. That afternoon I wrote this letter to 
Mr. Siddons: 

JuNB 26, 1914. 
Hon. Frederick L. Siddons, 

CommissioTur of the District of Columbia^ Washington, D. C. , 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: Your attention is respectfully called to the continued 
violation of the excise law at 407 Q Street NW. Tms place is undoubtedly being run 
without a license. 

It appears John H. Gordon had a license for a bar room at said place. Mr. Gordon 
died February 13, 1914. On April 28, 1914, Louise Gordon, the widow, made appli- 
cation for a transfer of the license from the estate to herself. Under the law no transfer 
could be permitted after the expiration of 30 days from the date of John H. Gordon's 
death. A hearing on the application was had before the excise board May 19, 1914. 
Many cases have been heard and acted upon since that hearing and yet no decision in 
that case. This is all the more remarkable because in addition to the plain provisionfl 
of the law the corporation counsel has filed an opinion in the case. If uie excise 
board can permit the violation of the law in this case the same course can be pursued 
in any number of cases. 

Not only as president of the Anti-Saloon League, but also as a citizen and as the 

owner of four houses in that general locality, I request that as the commissioner in 

charge of the metropolitan police you close the said saloon at 407 Q Street NW., by 

taking whatever measures may be necessary and proper to accomplish the purpose. 

Very respectfully, yours, 

Andrew Wilson. 

In response to that letter I received from Commissioner Siddons 
the one I hold in my hand. 

Commissioners op the District of Columbia, 

Washington^ June j?7, 1914. 
Mr. Andrew Wilson, 

Attorney at Law, Evans Building. 

Dear Mr. Wilson: I have your letter of the 26th instant, calling attention to what 
you believe is a continued violation of the excise law at the place mentioned in your 
letter. Having p^certained that the corporation counsel was called upon to render 
an opinion in this very case, I have referred your letter to him with instructions to 
take such action as is p.ppropriate, should his investigations lead him to conclude that 
there is a violation of the law as stated by you. 
Very truly, yours, 

F. L. Siddons, 

Commissioner, 

That matter was called to the attention of the Excise Board by the 
authorities, and on the morning of June 27, 1914, the said saloon was 
closed by order of said board. A new license, however, has been 
granted to Louise Gordon at said number, and the saloon is now in 
existence at that place. 

The Chairman. When was that new license granted, Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. Wilson. It was issued on the morning of the 31st of October, 
1914. 

The Chairman. What is it you are looking for now? 

Mr. Wilson. I was looking for a letter that I wrote protesting 
against the licensing of that place. It is in a residence section. 

Senator Thompson. Did you make that objection in the first place 
to the board, that it was in a residence section ? 

Mr. Wilson. Not further than I have indicated in the letter, that 
I was a property owner in that community. Within a few squares 
of that place I happen to have four houses. Under dale of October 
6, 1914, I wrote tne following letter to the Excise Board: 
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October 6, 1914. 
The honorable the Excise Board, 

Washington^ D, C. 

Gentlemen: As a citizen and property owner I protest against the granting of the 
application of Louise Gordon for a barroom license at 407 Q Street NW. This place is 
in a residence district. 

From March 15, 1914, to Jime 27, 1914, this place was operated without a license. 
The law contemplates that those who disobey the law shall not be licensed. While 
the law provides the excise board must act after conviction for illegal sales, the sy^irit 
of the law relates to the offense, the violation of the law, rather than the conviction. 

It is wholly unnecessary to recite the history of this case and the criticism it has 
occasioned. 

Very truly, yours, 

Andrew Wilson. 

The Chairman. Was there any reply? 

Mr. Wilson. There was no reply by the excise board to that 
letter, and the Ucense was granted. 

Senator Thompson. There is a saloon running there now? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; there was a few days ago. It has been about 
a week since I was by there. 

The Chairman. I beUeve you stated that you claimed that this 
saloon was located in a residence district, or a nonbusiness district ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. Or on a nonbusiness street ? 

Mr. Wilson. It is on a nonbusiness street. It is in a residence 
section. 

The Chairman. It is at 407 Q Street NW., is it not? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Very well, Mr. Wilson. Now, give us what other 
instances have come within your notice as to the actions of the excise 
board in administering the laws relating to saloons and the liquor 
traffic. 

Mr. Wilson. If I may recur for a moment to the rules, I think 
there has been a very gross violation of the spirit of the law in issuing 
restaurant licenses to places called hotels which have less than 50 bed- 
rooms for guests. One of the chief reasons for the enactment of the 
Jones- Works law, as those who proposed it thought, was to get rid 
of a large class or to get rid of a large number of places of a class 
which were deemed entirely undesirable in the District of Columbia — 
places in which immoral practices were indulged. There was one case 
that came under my observation as attorney, and the record of it is 
now in the courts, in the Court of Appeals. That was the case of the 
El Reno Hotel, which was immediately opposite the B. & O. Station 
here. I happened, upon cross-examination of the proprietor of that 
establishment in a divorce case, to ask him, when he presented his 
hotel registers, to read into the record for a certain day, to which I 
happened to open, for the cross-examination. The testimony in the 
case showed that there were 24 rooms available for guests. On the 
particular Sunday to which I opened and which I had the proprietor 
read into that record there were 47 registrations; 46 of them were 
of couples, and there were two rooms wmch had served three couples 
each on that particular Sunday. That came out in the case of Madi- 
son versus Madison, the number of which I can not give, but in which 
I was counsel for Mr. Madison 

The Chairman. What was the character of that case ? 

Mr. Wilson. It was a divorce case. 
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The Chairman. When was that case tried ? 

Mr. Wilson. It was decided on the 23d of December, 1910; and 
Mr. Justice Gould, in announcing the decision, stated that the El Reno 
and the Arizona and others, which he did not name — ^but he did name 
those two — were judicially known to the coiu"ts to be houses of assig- 
nation. That was the expression he used. 

The Chairman. Did the present excise board give that place a 
license? 

Mr. Wilson. No; that was before this excise board; but I was ^v- 
ing this as the reason. I was saying that these and many places of 
this kind formed the reason why the reform organizations of Wash- 
ington desired the enactment of a law which would preclude possibility 
of such conduct as that at the El Reno. This was in response to the 
question why we had asked for the enactment of this provision of the 
law, and that is somewhat nuUified by the excise board. 

The Chairman. Was not a bar conducted in this El Reno up to 
within the last year or two ? 

Mr. Wilson. It went out at the time the excise board decided that 
this law went fully into effect. I can not say when it did go out; but 
it is out now. 

The Chairman. Did the present excise board refuse to license the 
El Reno, or have you any knowledge as to that ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not any knowledge as to that. I do not believe 
this excise board did license the El Reno. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any hotels that have been guilty 
of similar practices since the present excise board came into being 1 

Mr. Wilson. I have no personal knowledge, nor do I have any 
records. There are two rather large hotels uptown that have been 
frequently charged with violation of the excise law, and I have no 
doubt 

The Chairman. I would not say as to them, then. 

Mr. Wilson. No; I do not personally know. 

Senator Thompson. Who could give us that information? Do 
you know? 

Mr. Wilson. The Grand Hotel has been in the courts. We have 
the record in the case of the Grand Hotel. That has been in the 
courts. 

The Chairman. I will ask you if it is not a fact that a police officer 
made a report as to immoral practices in the Grand Hotel within the 
last few months ? 

Mr. Wilson. That is my understanding; that there is a report on 
file which the Excise Board has as a part of their records, with refer- 
ence to the Grand Hotel. 

The Chairman. Have you a hst of the hotels with less than 60 
rooms that have liquor licenses? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not, personally. 

The Chairman. I have a hst here wnich purports to give the names 
of the hotels or hotel keepers who have saloon Ucenses, and who have 
less than 50 rooms: 

Geo. J. Besfiler, 922 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Gustav Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
J. H. De Atley, 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Harvey Co. (Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
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Henry M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW. 

John M. Perreard, 513 Thirteenth Street NW. 

Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 

It is evident that the Grand Hotel is not in this list. 

Mr. Wilson. No; it is a larger hotel. 

The Chairman. It is a hotel with more than 50 rooms that has a 
liquor Ucense, but which has been charged with being the rendezvous 
for immoral and disreputable practices. Further evidence wiU be 
adduced on this subject later. 

Now, Mr. Wilson,, any further instances the committee would be 
glad to have, since this ooard came into existence. 

Mr. Wilson. The board permits a beer depot to exist which is at 
the edge of the mile Umit of the Soldiers' Home, in Eckington. I 
was present at the hearing, and the beer establishment at that place 
changed its entrance so that the entrance to the place would not be 
within the mile limit. 

The Chairman. Do you state about that from your personal 
knowledge? 

Mr. Wilson. I speak from what I heard before the Excise Board 
and what I know of the action of the Excise Board, because I ap- 
peared in the case before the Excise Board; that is, I appeared against 
these places which had the depot within a mile of the Soldiers' Home. 

The Chairman. You have not personally examined that locality ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, I have personally examined it. I know tne 
locality. I know what the testimony there has been. 

The Chairman. You know the entrance was changed? 

Mr. Wilson. I know the entrance was changed, and the records of 
the Excise Board will show that. 

Senator Thompson. The place of drinking was just the same, was 
it not? 

Mr. Wilson. It was a depot from which beer was delivered to 
various parts of the city. 

The Chairman. You protested against the location of this beer 
depot at this point, did you? 

Mr. Wilson. We did; and the Anti-Saloon Lea^e was repre- 
sented at the hearing by Mr. Shoemaker, and I was abo there. 

The Chairman. The board took the position that that is not a 
saloon ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, it was not a saloon. It is a wholesale depot for 
the delivery of beer and is doubtless run by one of the large out-of- 
town breweries as an agency or distributing plant of its products to 
the citizens of the District of Columbia, or others who care to buy. 

Senator Thompson. Was that place located within the mile limit ? 

Mr. Wilson. The entrance was within the mile Umit. 

Senator Thompson. I am speaking of the place itself. 

Mr. Wilson. A little of it is, but most of it is out. The mile limit 
runs right through it, and they have arranged that the entrance is 
outside of the mile limit, but a part of the establishment is now 
within the mile limit, or was recently. 

The Chairman. Proceed. 

Mr. Wilson. There have been a large number of instances in which 
the licenses have been panted for places within 400 feet of schools 
and churches in the District of Columbia, if the measurements are 
made according to the law; that is, by the shortest course of travel, 
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which I mterpret to mean the shortest way that a man would walk 
over a pubhc right of way between the nearest entrances of the 
buildings. 

The Chairman. I will state that we are having the District sur- 
veyor make the measurements between the saloons and the churches, 
schools, colleges, and universities that are clauned to be within 400 
feet of those saloons. 

Mr. Wilson. I know that the attention of the excise board was 
called in writing to the distance from the north entrance of the New 
York Avenue Presbyterian Church to Mr. Schriner's place on Four- 
teenth Street, making the measurement at right angles, and that that 
distance was 375 feet; but there was no response to that communica- 
tion, and the license was granted. I did have a conversation with 
one member of the excise board in regard to it. 

The Chairman. What was that conversation ? 

Mr. Wilson. I simply said to him, ''This man is within 400 feet of 
this church — of the entrance to this church." He patted me on the 
shoulder and said, "Well, that is all right; that is all right.'* 

Senator Thompson. With whom did you talk ? 

Mr. Wilson. Cotter T. Bride. 

The Chairman. Was that all your conversation ? 

Mr. Wilson. That was practically all the conversation in regard 
to that at that time. 

The Chairman. Did you have any other conversation with Mr. 
Bride or with any other member of the board with regard to measure- 
ments ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. State what it was ? 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bride stated to me that we could make our own 
measurements as well as the Excise Board could make them, and that 
he deemed that it would be wise for us to make them. He stated in 
substance' that the measurement when it was made from the Eastern 
High School entrance to a saloon on that street was not properly 
measured by the Excise Board. He did not say in so many wor(fe 
that the measurement was made in a fraudulent way, but he did saj 
that " any of you could pull back the end of a tape line to make it 
over 400 feet,'' or words to that eflFect; and he said that he did not 
carrv the tape hne; that another member of the board had it. 

Tne Chairman. Did you have any further conversations with Mr. 
Bride or with any other member of the board regarding measure- 
ments? 

Mr. Wilson. I do not recall any other conversation regarding 
measurement, except in reference to the Frank P. Hall case, after 
there had been two evenings occupied in the hearing of testimony 
against Mr. HalFs estabUshment. 

The Chairman. What was that ? 

Mr. Wilson. At that time Mr. Bride stated to me that it was 
impossible for him to hold out against the other two members of the 
board, and that Frank Hall's license would have to be granted, he 
said, unless we could furnish very much more testimony than we 
had furnished. He stated that he had already had two rows with 
the other members of the Excise Board in regard to the matter, and 
he said, '*You must present more testimony; '^ and then I said to 
him, '*Mr. Hall, when he was on the stand, testified that the alley 
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was inhabited near his saloon, and there were a number of houses 
that were inhabited/^ and I said, ''Being inhabited, it only takes 
one man to prevent the issuance of that Ucense," and I said, ''I am 
going to ask you to see that that miserable place is not again 
ficensed/' 

Senator Thompson. What was the number of that place ? 

Mr. Wilson. That was at Seventh and K Streets SW., and the 
license was refused. 

Senator Thompson. It was refused ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. He stated that he would vote aginst it, and 
they cut it out. 

The Chairman. You say that was the case of Frank P. Hall? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. He has a license now, has he not? 

Mr. Wilson. No; not there. 

The Chairman. Is he not conducting a saloon now at No. 1000 
Seventh Street SW. ? 

Mr. Wilson. I think that is his brother. 

The Chairman. Have you had conversations with any members 
of the board regarding any other matters connected with the excise 
law and its administration ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Will you state what those conversations were ? 

Mr. Wilson. I had a conversation with Mr. Bride in regard to a place 
on Pennsvlvania avenue SE. Mv recollection is that it is between 
Sixth and Seventh Streets, and the man^s name is McDonald. As I 
recall, two licenses were refused upon this square — two transfers of 
licenses were refused upon this square — and later Mr. McDonald, 
either by himself or through intermediaries, purchased from Mr, 
John F. Donahue a property which Mr. Donahue was holding at 
$5,200, and that, I was told, was the price paid to Mr. Donahue. 

The Chairman. You are now detailing what Mr. Bride told yout 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. Whether he had the information personally 
or whether he got it in some other way, I do not know, but I am telling 
you what he told me. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Wilson. And that either his information was or that the fact 
was that Mr. McDonald had agreed to pay for that property with a 
bar in it and a license transferred to him, the sum of $19,500, and 
that the bar had cost approximately $2,500. I also had practically 
the same information from Mr. William H. Manogue, an attorney, 
former collector of the port of Georgetown. 

Senator Thompson. You say you talked this over with members 
of the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. I did; with Mr. Bride. 

Senator Thompson. And they issued a license there? 

Mr. Wilson. They issued a license there. 

Senator Thompson. Have you in mind any other violations, as 
you construe the law, since the present board came into existence ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, I have; and I had occasion to write, or did 
write, to the board in regard to apparent irregularities which seemingly 
they might have prevented. On July 6 1 wrote two letters. My 
copies, however, I think I furnished to Senator Jones prior to the 
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time that he made his speech in the Senate, and I do not have them, 
but I have the reply to those letters here, under date of Jtdy 8, 1914. 

Senator Thompson. You called their attention to those matters, 
then, by letter ? 

Mr. Wilson. By letter. There were two matters to which* I 
called attention in one of the letters. One was that an attorney had 
told me that a client of his had come to him and stated that the six 
saloon keepers opposite the Center Market on that street had been 
approached by a brewer who had stated that a certain attorney 
must be employed — Joseph C. Sheehjr was the attorney — otherwise 
they would not get their ucenses. This lawyer told me this at Four- 
teenth and New 1 ork Avenue, and the name of the attorney is Michael 
J« Colbert, and another party was with me at the time, Judge Anson S. 
Taylor, who heard the statement made by Mr. Colbert. I called 
the attention of the excise board to that state of facts. I also wrote 
them concerning a rumor that large fees were contracted to be paid 
for the transfer of a Ucense to the Evans Building, where my office 
then was. I asked them to investigate, and this is the response that 
I had to these two letters : 

Excise Board for the District op Columbia, 

Washington^ July 8, 1914- 

Dear Sir: The excise board acknowledges receipt of your two communications 
4ated the 6th instant, referring, the one, to Thomas Kaftery, who conducts a barroom 
•i 234 C Street NE., as furnisain^ intoxicating liauors to minors, in the presence of 
Messrs. E. W. Oyster and Alexander Mackenzie; the other, to fees said to have been 
|tfud to attorneys, with an expression of your views as to what might be done in the 
premises. 

As to Mr. Raftery selling to minors, the gentlemen who witnessed such alleged 
Bale could have filed their information with tne corporation counsel, as provided in 
paragraph 18 of the excise law. 

The matter of fees for professional services, the board feels, is one for attorneys 
•nd their clients on either side of the question. That services should not require 
«xtra large fee in any excise, case is the board's belief, yet it also feels that the 
presence of attorneys should not be r^arded with suspicion whatever the fee paid. 
4us a matter of fact, the excise law does not contemplate the presentation of either side 
of any case througn attorneys. 

The excise board is grateful for the manner in which you have brought these matters 
to its attention, but can not see how, within its powers, the situations referred to can 
be improved at this time. 
Respectfully, 

R. G. Smith, Chairman. 

Mr. Andrew Wilson, 

Evans Building^ City. 

TTie Chairman. Have you had any further conversations with mem- 
!)«» of the excise board ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I had a number of conversations with members 
cf the excise board at different times. One of the first conversations 
that I had, that I recall, was that with the then chairman, Mr. Sheehy. 
I asked Mr. Sheehy what thev were doing toward the investigation of 
violations of law, and asked him if the inspector had inspected at all. 
He said that he had not, but they were going to get him out to inspec- 
tion right away, and they knew there would be criticism if they did 
not do it. 

. The Chairman. Have you had any conversation with any member 
of the board along the line of any collections being made for members 
of the board for any purpose ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I have. 
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The Chairman. Please state it. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bride said to me, either as a fact or upon infor- 
mation, that two young men in Washington were collecting funds for 
one member of the excise board. 

The CHAmMAN. Did he say from whom they were collecting the 
funds ? 

Mr. Wilson. He intimated that they were — ^he did not say spe- 
cifically from whom they were collecting, but the inference was 

The Chairman. Well, I would not state that. 

Mr. Wilson. We were talking of saloon keepers and their paying 
money for the purpose of getting their Ucenses and getting transfers oi 
licenses. That is what we were talking of at that time. 

The Chairman. Did he give the names of the young men ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. What were they? 

Mr. Wilson. One was Mr. Columbus and the other was Mr. Baker's 
son. I think Mr. Columbus's initials are W. F., and Mr. Baker's son's 
initials I do not recollect. 

The Chairman. That is the son of Mr. Baker, a member of the 
excise board? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Did you have any further conversation that you 
now recall along those Imes, that would throw any light on the sub- 
ject matter of this investigation? 

Mr. Wilson. I recall it was stated to me that imdoubtedly large 
fees were being paid to attorneys. 

The Chairman. Now, who told you that? 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bride told me that he understood large fees were 
being paid to attorneys; but he stated he did not know wnat became 
of the fees after they were paid. I do not know that he had personal 
knowledge, or that ne said that he did, that they were paid. 

Senator Thompson. Did he say anything about the amounts. 

Mr. Wilson. I am not sure that he stated the amount in any case, 
except in McDonald's case to which I have referred. I know there 
were many suggestions of fees, but I do not know that they came from 
the board. 

Senator Thompson. What was that last statement? 

Mr. Wilson. There have been many suggestions of fees that have 
been paid, but I could not say that there were any of those that came 
from the board itself, except in the McDonald case. 

Senator Thompson. You mean 

Mr. Wilson. That fees were being paid to attorneys for transfers of 
licenses — very large fees. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know anything about the amounts 
charged, to be paid, or anything of the kind ? 

Mr. Wilson. Not personally. We have the record in the case of 
Columbus V. Sheehy, where $5,500 was to be paid for the transfer of 
the license to the Evans Building. 

The Chairman. Please state what that record was. 

Mr. Wilson. One McCarthy, who had had a license down in south- 
west Washington, not far from the railroad tracks, applied for a 
transfer of license to the Evans Building, 1420-1424 New York Ave- 
nue NW. He was represented in that case by W. F. Columbus and 
Joseph C. Sheehy. Mr. Sheehy was the former chairman of the 
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Excise Board. At a time prior to this there was some talk of an 
attempted transfer to the Evans Building, when Mr. Sheehy was on 
the board, and I spoke to Mr. Sheehy about it, and Mr. Sheehy told 
me they would not permit a transfer of a license to the Evans Build- 
ing; that it would be an outrage to bring it there. This license was 
transferred bjr the Excise Board. I wrote, on July 6th, a letter 
protesting against it. 

Senator Thompson. What year was that ? 

Mr. Wilson. 1914. I called attention to the large fees which it 
was said were being paid in that case. 

Senator Thompson. Have you a copy of that letter there? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not. I think that copy was furnished to one 
of the Senators. I haven't it now. The board, however, undoubt- 
edly has it as a part of its records. Mr. Sheehy and Mr. Columbus 
represented the applicant at the hearing before the excise board, and 
were probablv there an hour and a half or two hours. I was present 
throughout the hearing. The record in the court shows that a $500 
retainer was paid. Afterwards Mr. Sheehy received $2,500, and Mr, 
Columbus sued him for one-half of that sum. A copy of Mr. Justice 
Stafford's opinion gives all that data and his reasons for dismissing 
the action. 

The Chairman. Will you state the reason why he dismissed the 
action ? 

Mr. Wilson. Because contracts to get transfers of licenses or to 
procure liquor licenses on a contingent fee are contrary to public 
policy and public morals. 

The Chairman. Did he hold that a contract for a fee immediately 
paid was contrary to pubhc policy ? 

Mr. Wilson, i thiuK he did not touch that question. 

The Chairman. His holding was that a contingent fee given for 
the purpose of securing either a license or a transfer was contrary to 
public policy? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, Mr. Chairman; that is the holding. Perhaps, 
if I may be permitted, I might get a copy of the opinion and insert it 
here. 

Senator Thompson. You say that fee was $5,500 ? 

Mr. Wilson. $5,000 was the fee. There was $500 retainer and 
$5,000 contingent upon getting the transfer. 

Senator Thompson. A&. Columbus sued Mr. Sheehy ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. For $2,500, one-half of the contingent fee? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. Well, he sued him for one-half of $2,500, 
which Sheehy had collected; $2,500 had not been collected. 

Senator Thompson. Was there a written contract for $5,500? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, Senator; a written contract. The opinion of 
Justice Stafford is as follows: 

Supreme Court op the District op Columbia — ^William F. Columbus, Plainhpp, 

V. Joseph C. Sheehy, Dependant. 

ATTORNEY AND CLIENT; CONTINGENT FEES; PUBLIC POLICY. 

1. A party having a claim against an individual or against the Government may 
lawfully agree with attorneys tor a contingent fee to be paid the latter for services in 
prosecuting such claim. 

2. Where, however, the services to be rendered by the attorneys are to consist in 
securing the transfer of a liquor license from one locaUon to some other, and the agree- 
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ment is for a contingent fee to be paid upon success in securing such transfer, the con- 
tract is against public policy and is therefore void. 

3. Where in an action by one of the attorneys so employed against the other to re- 
cover one-half of payments made by the client to defendant on account of such fee, 
held that the invalidity of the contract sued upon appearing from the afl&davit of 
plaintiff no recovery could be had thereunder and judgment entered for defendant. 

At law, No. 57265. Decided November 6, 19L4. 

Hearing on a motion for judgment under the seventy-third rule. Judgment for 
defendant. 

Mr. L. A. Bailey for the plaintiff. 

Mr. F. J. Hogan and Mr. D. W. Baker for the defendant. 

Mr. Justice Stafford delivered the opinion of the court: 

The cause was heard upon the plamtiff's motion under the seventy-third rule for 
judgment in his favor for the amount claimed in his declaration upon the ground that 
the affidavit of defense, if true, is insufficient to defeat the plaintiff's claim in whole 
or in part. 

An examination of the declaration and fortifying affidavit shows that the plaintiff 
is attempting to enforce a contract that is clearly void as against public policy. Both 
the plaintiff and the defendant are practicing members of this bar. Prior to May 4, 
1914, one McCarthy, a proprietor of a barroom license in the District of Columbia, 
requested the plaintiff to secure the transfer of said license to another location, the 
place to which said license then applied being in a restricted district, under the terms 
of the excise law. Thereupon the plaintiff invited the defendant to join with him 
in the tendered employment. The defendant accepted the invitation, and the plain- 
tiff, the defendant, and McCarthy all subscribed a contract in the following words: 

"Fee j^eement, made this 4th day of May, 1914, between Dennis J. McCarthy, 
party of the first part, and William F. Columbus and Joseph C. Sheehy, parties of the 
second part, is as follows: 

"1. The party of the first part hereby employs the parties of the second part to 
represent him before the excise board of the District of Columbia in the matter of hia 
application for a transfer of his license from No. 332 Fourteenth Street SW. to the 
ground floor of the Evans Building, or elsewhere. 

"2. The party of the first part shall pay the parties of the second part a retainer 
of $500 and an additional fee of $5,000 should his license be transferred to the ground 
floor of the Evans building or elsewhere. 

*'3 The parties of the second part accept the employment aforesaid and will 
endeavor to secure the transfer of the license of the party of the first part." 

Thereupon McCarty paid the $500 retaining fee called for by the contract and the 
same was divided equally between the plaintiff and defendant. After the public 
hearing on the application for the transfer before the excise board, the plaintiff and 
defendant both participating therein, the board granted the transfer. Thereafter 
defendant collected $2,500 of the $5,000 contingent fee from McCarthy and refuses 
to divide the same with the plaintiff. The plaintiff finding himself unable to collect of 
McCarthy, now seeks to recover in this action one-half of the $2,500 collected by the 
defendant, upon the theory that they were ec^ual partners in the business, and that 
anything collected by either must be equally divided between the two. It will not be 
necessary to consider the sufficiency of the defendant's affidavit, but it may be fair 
to state that his position seems to be that he was to have his fee of $2,500 whether 
the plaintiff received anything or not. 

The (question to be decided by the excise board was one to be determined in the 
public interest. McCarthy had no legal right to have his license transferred. (See 
the excise law, 37 Stat., 997.) McCarthy was not in the position of a claimant seeking 
to enforce a legal right, and who might therefore employ attorneys upon a contingent 
fee. His position was more analogous to that of the defendant in Haselton v. Miller, 
reported under the name of Haselton v. Sheckells (202 U. S., 71), who had a parcel of 
real estate which he wished to dispose of to the Government, or like the parties in other 
cases referred to in that opinion who wished to secure contracts with the Government. 
In such cases it is well settled that a contract to pay an attorney a contingent fee for 
securing the contract or the purchase of the plaintiff's property by the Government is 
void, as against public policy, the reason being that it is of evil tendency in that it 
naturally tempts the attorney to the use of improper means to accomplish his client's 
purpose. In the present case, the amount of the contingent fee, $5,000, is so dispro- 
portioned to any legitimate legal services to be rendered as to furnish an additional 
reason for holding the contract to be one of evil tendency. The invalidity of the 
contract does not depend upon the questionable character of the services actually 
rendered or agreed to be rendered, but results from the fact that its natural tendency 
is to prompt efforts which are against the public interest. In the Haselton case, the 
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court assumed that the services were legitimate, but struck down the contract for 
the reason above stated, remarking that the court would not inquire what was actually 
done, inasmuch as the arrangement ^^necessarily invited and tended to induce 
improper solicitations and intensified the inducement by the contingency of the 
reward." 

It is undoubtedly legal for parties to stipulate for a contingent fee to be paid for 
services in prosecuting a plaintiff's claim against an individual or against the Gov- 
ernment, but in such cases the claim is a demand of some matter as of right. The 
present case does not belong to this class. In the class of cases to which this does 
Delong the plaintiff has a right to employ an attorney to represent him and has a 
right to pay such an attorney for his services, but he has not a right to do so upon a 
contingent fee for the reason above stated. The brief filed for the plaintiff proceeds 
upon the theory that wherever the plaintiff has a right to employ a paid attorney 
he has a right to engage the attorney upon a contingent fee. A manufacturer would 
have a right to employ and pay an attorney to appear before a committee of Congress 
and show such reasons as he could why a certain duty should be imposed upon the 
class of goods manufactured by his client, but certainly he could not employ the 
attorney upon a contingent fee. In our view the present case falls within this class. 

It may be urged by the plaintiff that judgment can not be rendered against him upon 
his own motion because the proceedings under the seventy-third rule are merely col- 
lateral and are to determine whether or not the plaintiff is entitled to summary judg- 
ment. In answer thereto it must be said that the contract in question is illegal. The 
plaintiff by his motion refers not only to his own declaration, but also to his affdavit 
in support thereof. As soon as the court perceives the illegal nature of the contract 
it is in duty bound to dismiss the suit. The plaintiff by his own affidavit puts himself 
out of court — by his own solemn oath in laving the contract before the eyes of the 
court. It seems unnecessary to cite authorities in support of such a proposition, but 
in the case of Oscanyan v. Arms Co. (103 U. S., 261) an oflicer of the Turkish Govern- 
ment was employed on a commission by an American coiporation to sell its products 
to the Turkish Government through his influence with its officials. The nature of 
the contract appeared upon the opening statement of the plaintiff's counsel to the 
jury, and the court at once directed a verdict for the defenaant. Of that action the 
Supreme Court says: 

* * So in a civil action, if it should appear from the opening statement that it is brought 
to obtain compensation for acts which the law denounces as corrupt and immoral or 
declares to be criminal * * * the court would not hesitate to close the case with- 
out delay." 

Later on, in the same case, the court says: 

*'Here the action is upon a contract which, according to the view of the judge who 
tried the case, was a corrupt one, forbidden by morality and public policy. * * * 
Assuming for the present that such was a sound view, the objection to a recovery could 
not be obviated or waived by any system of pleading, or even by the express stipu- 
lation of the parties. It was one which the court itself was bound to raise in the 
interest of the due administration of justice." 

In the case of Coppell v. Hall (7 Wall., 542) a suit was brought upon a contract 
whereby the plaintiff, a neutral, had agreed with the defendant, a citizen of one of the 
belligerents to protect with his neutral name shipments made by the defendant into 
the other belligerent State, where trade between citizens of the belligerents was for- 
bidden. In reversing a judgment given in favor of the plaintiff after a waiver by the 
defendant of the point of illegality, the court said: 

"Whenever the illegality appears, whether the evidence comes from, one side or 
the other, the disclosure is fatal to the case. No consent of the defendant can neutral- 
ize its effect." 

In thus rendering judgment in favor of the defendamt, on the motion of the plaintiff 
under the seventy-third rule, we are not departing from the decisions of the court of 
appeals in regard to cases arising under said rule, for those decisions were not rendered 
in cases in which the contract sued upon was illegal from its inception: Lawrence v. 
Hammond (4 D. C. Ap., 467, 473-474; 22 Wash. Law. Rep'., 749), Bailey v. D. C. 
(4 D. C. Ap., 356, 370; 22 Wash. Law Rep., 735), Booth v. Arnold (27 Ap. D. C, 287, 
291; 34 Wash. Law Rep., 289), Thompson v. Custis (35 D. C. Ap., 247, 250.). In fact, 
the same court said in Brown v. D. C. (29 Ap. D. C, 273, 281: 35 W^wh. Law Rep., 
163): 

"The opening statement ♦ * * admitted a fact that discharged all possible 
right of recovery in the action. It was in the ruterest, therefore, of the speedy admin- 
istration of justice to act upon the admission when deliberately made and avoid 
the delay that would be caused by the production of the evidence." 
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It is unnecessary to pursue the subject further. The plaintiff stating that he cUk 
not amend, judgment must be rendered for the defendant. "In pari delicto potior 
est conditio defendentis." 

The Chairman. Mr. Sheehy had been a member of the Excise 
Board, had he not ? 

Mr. Wilson. vBe had been chahman of the Excise Board. 

The Chairman. He resigned from the Excise Board and became 
an attorney for those desirmg licenses from the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; and appeared frequently before the board, 
and has been very active on behalf of the liquor interests since his 
resignation took effect. 

The Chairman. Give us what further information you may have! 

Mr. Wilson. In attempting to say what we thought was a decided 
tendency to favor the liquor mterests, I took the libertv, on October 
26, 1914, of writing the Excise Board a letter calling their attention 
to some of the criticisms that were being circulated concerning them, 
and I have a copy of that letter here. 

The Chairman. Does that letter state what are purported to be 
facts or mere reports ? 

Mr. Wilson. Some of them are facts; and then, at the end, I took 
the liberty of giving the rules of construction from a number of cases, 
which ought to have been applicable to the construction of this law. 

The G£iirman. Have you a copy of that letter — an extra copy? 

Mr. Wilson. I have not an extra copv. 

The Chairman. Does it throw any light on violations of the law ? 

Mr. Wilson. It calls attention again to violations. It calls atten* 
tion to the case of Mr. Raftery. 

The Chairman. Go ahead with your statement and bring up what* 
ever cases you have not referred to before, and you can refer to that 
letter as a basis for any cases that are referred to in it. 

Mr. Wilson. I asked them how they could explain why Thomas 
Raftery was permitted a transfer after the evidence produced before 
them snowed that he had, in fact, paid for the destruction of protests, 
when the law required them to consider protests. I said: 

Wiiat comment can we make upon the statement made by a member of the board 
immediately after that evidence was produced in the Raftery case to the effect, "NoW 
that you have the evidence, what does it amount to? It amounts to nothing"? 

The Chairman. To what member of the board did you have 
reference ? 

Mr. Wilson. Henry S. Baker. 

The Chairman; Did you hear him make that statement ? 

Mr. Wilson. I did not. May .1 state to whom it was made and 
my authoa'ity for it ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Albert E. Shoemaker, the attorney for the league. 

The Chairman. Very well. Would you prefer to enlarge on that 
Raftery case now, or is that sufficient reference to it ? 

Mr. Wilson. I think that is sufficient reference to it. You wiU get 
the record in the case, and their own record will show those facts. 

I also referred to the Ebbitt House case, where certain uncon* 
tradicted testimony was given which showed a state of affairs shock, 
ing to the moral sense, and said that the chairman of the board stated 
in substance what another member said in the Raftery case, ''Now> 
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that you have the evidence, what does it amount to ? We will not 
consider it/' or something to that eflfect. 

The Chairman. To what testimony do you refer? 

Mr. Wilson. I refer to the testimony of 

The Chairman. Wood ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, of Thomas Wood; I think his name is Thomas 
Wood. 

The Chairman. Taken in what proceeding? 

Mr. Wilson. Taken in the hearing in regard to the Ebbitt House 
case, as to whether or not a Ucense should be granted in that case. 

The Chairman. At what time ? 

Mr. Wilson. Before the issuance of the licenses this year. It 
probably was in October. 

The Chairman. 1914? 

Mr. Wilson. 1914. 

The Chairman. You were protesting on behalf of the Anti-Saloon 
League against the renewal of a license for the Ebbitt House ? 

Mr. Wilson. That was the attitude of the Anti-Saloon League, and 
We were protesting on that CTOund. Hearing was had.' Mr. Wood 
had been employed at the Ebbitt House. I have seen him there 
often myself, and he testified concerning the furnishing of liquors to 
girls, and certain things which he had seen there. 

The Chairi^ian. Where can we find that testimony ? 

Mr. Wilson. The records of the Excise Board in the Ebbitt House 
case will show it if the testimony was written up. It was taken in 
shorthand, as I understand, at the time. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Wilson. Nothing further need be said about that, but when 
the chairman of the board said m substance that no consideration 
would be given to this testimony, Mr. Baker said ^'Amen! Amen!'' 

The Chairman. Did you hear that or was that said before Mr. 
Shoemaker ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, sir; Mr. Shoemaker. 

The Chairman. Well, we will get Mr. Shoemaker on the stand a 
little later. 

Mr. Wilson. But this is what I put in the letter to them. 

The Chairman. Mr. Shoemaker, in his capacity as attorney for the 
Anti-Saloon League, of which you are president, had told you about 
these remarks of a member of the Excise Board ? 

Mr. Wilson. He did, and I wrote them concerning it. This letter 
I understand is going in evidence. 

The Chairman. Have your their reply ? 

Mr. Wilson. There was no reply to tnis letter. 

The Chairman. You say there was no reply? 

Mr. Wilson. There was no reply to this letter. 

The Chairman. What are the points in that letter, Mr. Wilson, 
that you consider of special importance? You may indicate them 
briefly. 

Mr. Wilson. I called their attention, after referring to the case at 
the Evans Building, to the fact that there were many other stories 
of large fees, in some instances much larger than in the Evans Building 
case, and in which the insinuations were quite as unpleasant. Then 
I asked them ''Upon what theory can we explain the open bar at 
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407 Q Street NW., where no license was in existence from March 15, 
1914, to June' 27, 1914?" 

Then I asked them, '*How can we explain the apparent attitude 
that the shortest course of travel is not the most direct route across 
a public right of way?" 

Then I called their attention also to the fact that ''In one instance 
it is reUably reported the board took the attitude that Congress had 
inadvertently omitted to state that clubs could be licensed in resi- 
dential distncts, and that the board would supply the omission." 

The Chairman. I understand they do take tnat position? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; they practically have it in that letter; but they 
made the pubUc statement as well as in writing. 

Senator Thompson. There are a number of clubs in residential dis- 
tricts, are there not ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; quite a number of them. 

Then I called their attention to an expression of Senator Jones; not 
by name, but I said, " You had before you an expression of the view 
01 a man whose name the law bears as to the intention of Congress on 
the question of fire limits in the western section of the city. The 
ruhng was in favor of the liquor interests. There is no law to compel 
you to grant any license in that disputed zone." 

The Chaibman. Now, state briefly what the western zone case is. 

Mr. Wilson. There are a number of saloons on M Street in George- 
town. There are two particularly bad ones, from our viewpoint, 
west from Thirty-fifth Street. The putting in of this amendment 
was for the purpose, primarily, of cutting out those saloons, and one 
at Tennallytown. At the time the law was passed Thirty-fifth Street 
was the western limit on M Street. Shortly after the passage of the 
law an apphcation was made by certain interested parties to get the 
fire hmits extended to Thirty-seventh Street, and tnen the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia extended the fire limits to Thirty- 
seventh Street, and the board held that it was proper for them to 
license these two places. 

The Chairman. Did you protest against these licenses ? 

Mr. Wilson. We did. 

The Chairman. And you recited the fact that at the time this 
law was enacted, Thirty-fifth Street was the western fire limit ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, we did. 

The Chairman. And the law provided that no saloons should be 
licensed west of that Umit ? 

Mr. Wilson. West of the fire limit ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. They held that the act did not go into effect until 
July 1, and that the fire Umit was Thirty-seventh Street, July 1, and 
that the law contemplated the fire limit at Thirty-seventh Street, 
and granted the Ucenses. 

The Chairman. Evidently contrary to the intention of the Jones- 
Works excise law. 

Mr. Wilson. Before that action was taken they had a letter from 
Senator Jones which had been written to Mr. Shoemaker, and which 
I saw and know was transmitted to them, as to his views of the matter. 

I further called their attention to this fact, "The authors of the 
law are grievously disappointed because the inspector provided by 
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law has not inspected saloons in the sense in which saloons should be 
inspected. For this the inspector is not responsible." 

Then I quoted the rules of construction, bnefly in the letter. 

The letter above referred to is, in full, as follows: 

OCTOBEB 26, 1914. 
The honorable the Excise Board, 

WoMngton^ D, C, 

Gentlemen: One of the grave questions confronting us in relation to excise matters 
in this District is how to justify what has been done when called upon so to do by 
legally constituted authority or by the citizens of the District of Columbia responsible 
for the Jones-Works law. In some instances it is respectfully submitted maX some 
of us, though in close touch with the situation and presumed to know, are unable to 
commend what has been done. 

Let me illustrate: 

How can we explain why Thomas Raf tery was permitted to transfer after the evi- 
dence produced before you showed that he had in fact paid for the destruction of 
protests when the law requires you to consider prot^ts? What conmient can we 
make upon the statement made by a member of the board immediately after that 
e\idence was produced in the Raitery case to the effect ^'now that you have the 
evidence, what does it amount to? It amounts to nothing.'' 

After the hearing in the Ebbitt House case, where certain uncontradicted testimony 
showed a state of affairs shocking to the moral sense, it is said the chairman of your 
board stated in substance what another member said in the Baftery case and further 
indicated that such testimony would be given no consideration to which statement 
by the chairman Mr. Baker said, ^'Amenl Amenl'' Are these expressions given at 
the verv time by a majority of the board to be taken as the moral standard of such 
officials? What other conclusion is possible? If such is the moral standard, what 
have the various cooperating forces responsible for the enactment of this law to hope 
for in its administration? 

The Evans building case will not down. A prominent citizen who might in some 
contingencies have occasion to deal officially upon certain phases of it in referring to 
the attorney's fee in that case said ''The human mind can reach but one conclusion." 
A prominent lawyer not identified in any way with the Anti-Saloon League spoke to 
me of excise conditions and referred to them as being a public scandal. He did not 
specify the particulars and was not asked for them. In this same case an eminent 
jurist said ''It was a great mistake to permit that place to have a license." Another 
eminent jurist here said to me "It ia the utmost folly for the United States to permit 
saloons to exist." Numerous nonofficial citizens have expressed their views in strong 
terms in this case. There is not the least doubt the board could have avoided all this 
comment by refusing the transfer. The applicant's attitude may be easily surmised. 
He certainly would not have agreed to pay what he did unless ne thought he would 
get his money's worth. An attorney for the liquor interests recently stated in my 
office that the attorneys in that case had often done more work for $10 than they did 
in that case. Then why such fees? Before the transfer was granted I wrote to you 
and asked that you investigate. You replied, but you did not investigate and you did 
grant the transfer. 

There are may other stories of large fees, in some instances much larger than the 
Evans Building case, and the insinuations are quite as unpleasant. 

Upon what theory can we explain the open bar at 407 Street, northwest, where no 
license was in existence from March 15, 1914, to June 27, 1914? 

Now, how can we explain the apparent attitude that the shortest course of travel 
is not the most direct route across a public right of way? In the oponion of many a 
contrar}^ holding would not onl^ be unjustifiable in law, but must subject the board 
to criticism which could be avoided by the board. A contrary holding in my opinion 
would be a violation of the act which you have sworn to support. 

In one instance, it is reliably reported the board took tne attitude that Congress 
had inadvertenly omitted to state that clubs could be licensed in residential districts 
and that the board would supply the omission. 

You had before you an expression of the view of a man whose name the law bears 
as to the intention of Confess on the question of fire limits in the western section of 
the city. The ruling was in favor of the liquor interest. There is no law to compel 
you to grant any license in that disputed zone. 

The authors of the law are grievously disappointed because the inspector provided 
by law has not inspected saloons in the sense in which saloons should be Inspected. 
For this the inspector is not responsible. 
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We have to deal with a traffic whose attributes are so well known that characteriza- 
tion is useless. Certain evidences have been presented to you. It has been powerful 
enough to secure the removal of police officers who were not desired, and nas per- 
sistently violated the Jaw. 

Upon one occasion in a statement before the board I took the liberty i)f quoting from 
certain eminent authorities named by me only to be told a few hours afterward that a 
member of the board stated that I certainly did not believe what I had said in that 
statement. Notwithstanding that experience, I am now going to ask your indulgence 
while I quote from legal authorities on the rules of construction. I do this because 
of the importance of the matters before you and because when excise affairs in this 
District are sifted to the bottom by competent authority, as now seems probable it 
may not be said that the rules of statutory construction were not presented to you. 

In Heydon's case, 3 Rep., It is stated that it was resolved by the barons of the 
exchequer as follows: 

'^ For the sure and true interpretation of all statutes in general, be they penal or 
beneficial, restrictive or enlarging of the common law, four things are to be discerned 
and considered: 

"First. What was the common law before the making of the act. 

''Second. What was the mischief and defect for which the common law did not 
provide. 

''Third. What remedy the Parliament hath resolved and appointed to cure the 
disease of the commonwealth. 

"Fourth. The true reason of the remedy * * *." 

"In construing a statute, the courts may recur to the history of the times wjien it 
was passed, in order to ascertain the reason for its passage, as well as the meaning of its 
provisions." (U. S. v. Union Pacific R. Co., 91 U. S., 72.) 

In Piatt V. Union Pacific Railroad (99 U. S., 48, 64) it was said: "But in endeavoring 
to ascertain what the Congress of 1862 entended, we must, as far as possible, place 
ourselves in the light that Congress enjoyed, look at things as they appeared to it, 
and discover its purpose from the language used in connection with the attending 
circumstances." 

In Siemens v. Sellers (123 U. S., 276, 285) the court said: "No doubt, the words 
of the law are generally to have a controlling effect upon its construction; but the 
interpretation of those words is often to be sought from tne surrounding circumstances 
and preceding history." 

In the case of the Church of the Holy Trinity v. United States (143 U. S., 457-163) 
Mr. Justice Brewer in delivering the opinion said: "Again, another guide to the 
meaning of a statute is found in the evil which it is designed to remedy; and for this 
the court properly looks at contemporaneous events, the situation as it existed, and 
as it was pressed upon the attention of the legislative body. * * * It appear 
also from the petitions, and in the testimony presented before the committees of 
Congress. 

Sincerely, yours, 

Andrew Wilson. 

The Chairman. Very well. What other cases have come within 
your knowledge? Will you discuss the alley cases? Do you know 
anything about them, aoout the saloons that are located within 300 
feet of disreputable alleys ? 

Mr. Wilson. There are quite a number of them; I do not know 
how many and I have not discussed that with the board, except with 
one member of the board, and that was Mr. Bride. I discussed that 
at the time of the Frank HaU case, and also on one or two other 
occasions when I met him on the street. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything personally about condi- 
tions in Jackson Alley? 

Mr. Wilson. I do not. 

The Chairman. Or in Wylie's Court NE. ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Or in Snow's Court? 

Mr. Wilson. I have no personal knowledge. 

The Chairman. Do you know of your own personal knowledge as 
to whether or not there has been an evasion of the law as to wholesale 
Hquor houses? 
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Mr. Wilson. I know that wholesale liq^uor houses have been 
licensed in resident districts which, according to my information, 
are in violation of the law. One of them has been licensed next door, 
or practically next door, to a house that I own in a residence section 
The place is on Fourth Street, just where New Jersey Avenue cuts 
into it, northwest. On October 21, 1914, I wrote this letter in regard 
to this place: 

OCTOBEB 21, 1914, 
The honorable the Excise Board, 

District Building^ Washington^ D. C, 

Gentlemen: There is a wholesale place kept by L. J. Cohen at 1400 Fourth Street 
NW. It so happens that Fourth Street is mergea into New Jersey Avenue at this 
point. The house and lot next to the building in which this wholesale place is kept 
IS numbered 1410 New Jersey Avenue NW. I happen to be the owner of the last- 
mentioned property and protest against the issuance of a wholesale license to said 
Cohen or any other person at said place. I am informed by persons who live in the 
community that much liquor is sold to women at this place and that it is altogether 
an undesirable resort for rough people. 
Very truly, yours, 

Andrew Wilson. 

That place is stiU open. 

Senator Thompson. What reply did they make to that ? 

Mr. Wilson. None. 

Senator Thompson. What is the date ? 

Mr. Wilson. October 21, 1914. 

The Chairman. What do you know about evasions of the law 
with reference to saloons on one side of a business block ? 

Mr. Wilson. I know of one instance which, in my opinion, is an 
evasion of the law, and that is on the north side of E Street, between 
Thirteenth and Fourteenth Streets NW., where I believe there were 
five barrooms prior to the 1st of November of last year. 

The Chairman. Can you state the names of those five? 

Mr. Wilson. I can name some of them. There was Shoomaker's, 
Gerstenberg's, Busch, Miller, and Engel. 

The Chairman. What happened with reference to those five saloons 
when this law went into effect ? Do I understand you to say the five 
saloons were there on one side of that block af^er this law had gone 
into effect ? 

Mr. Wilson. Prior to November 1, 1914. The holding of the 
excise board was that the law did not force these places out until after 
November 1, 1914. 

The Chairman. On November 1, 1914, what happened to these 
five saloons? 

Mr. Wilson. Busch went out of business. Miller Bros, failed to 
get a license. My recollection is that there were 297 licenses issued. 
Miller Bros, apphed for one of the licenses, changed the opening of 
that place from Pennsylvania Avenue, qr E Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue, fronting practically on both at that point, to Fourteenth 
Street, just around the corner, and the entrance is there now and the 
license was granted by the excise board. In my opinion that is a 
clear evasion of the law, and in my opinion, to-day Miller Bros, are 
violating the law in selling without a license that is valid. 

The Chairman. The entrance is now just around the comer on 
Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The drinking is just where it was before? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 
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The Chairman. The body of the saloon is just exactly where it 
was before ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; without any rearrangement so^ar as I know, 
except as to the entrance. 

Senator Thompson. Is the barroom in the same place, and are the 
bottles in the same places ? 

Mr. Wilson. I really could not say as to the bar. , I have not 
been inside the place. 

The Chairman. We wiU be glad to hear anything else you have. 

Mr. Wilson. I had another conversation with another member 
of the excise board in regard to lewd pictures in the barroQpas. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. A rule of the board prohibits lewd pictures in bar- 
rooms*. Mr. Cotter T. Bride told me that upon their tour of inspec- 
tion of the excise board they went into the St. James Hotel, and there 
was a figure of a nude woman, a picture on the side of the wall, and 
that he told the proprietor there that that was no place for that pic- 
ture, and it must be draped. He told me that ne had gone back 
afterwards, and that it had been draped, but that it had been draped 
in such a way that it was more suggestive than it was before — so 
draped that certain parts of the figure were exposed that made it 
even more suggestive. On my way up here to-day, at 3.45 o'clock, 
Mr. Shoemaker and I entered that barroom for the purpose of looking 
at that picture to see whether it was there or not, and we found the 
picture there, and it is draped. It is on the east wall of the barroom, 
and at the center of the picture there is a space approximately five or 
six inches wide which is not draped, and over which there was no 
cloth hanging. There is a door just to the north of where this picture 
stands out into what was probably at one time a stairway, and upon 
that is a picture of «, nude woman, or of a mermaid. The lower 
limbs appear to become a part of a fish before the lower part of the 
limbs is reached. 

The Chairman. Those pictures are suggestive and obscene ? 

Mr. Wilson. Thev are. 

The Chairman. They are there to-day? 

Mr. Wilson. They were there to-day at a quarter of 4 o'clock. 

The Chairman. Very well. Have you anything else that you 
think would be of interest or assistance ? 

Senator Thompson. What do you know of the evasion of the law 
relative to saloons being nearer schoolhouses or places of public 
worship than the excise law provides ? 

Mr. Wilson. I think there are many violations of the law, because 
they have used wrong measurements, wrong methods of measure- 
ments; and where wrong measurements have not been used in 
some instances I think that there is a plain violation. I think 
there is a violation in the Eastern High Scnool case. I think there 
is a violation — I am absolutely certain of it — in the case of Mr, 
Shriner's place and the New York Avenue Presbyterian Church. 
Costello's place down at Sixth and G Streets is immediately across 
the street from a Jewish synagogue. To be sure there is a bicycle 
place under it, but I think that is a violation of the law. I think, 
likewise, the Central Union Mission is a house of religious worship, 
and there are one or two saloons within 400 feet of that. I am 
informed that it was held by the board — ^I can not say certainly 
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that they so held — that that is not a house of religious worship in 
the sense in which they construe the excise law. 

Senator Thompson. They claim that it must be a church edifice 
and used exclusively for that purpose ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I understand that is their construction of the law. 

Senator Thompson. And the same way with schools? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes; I think so. There is a case at First and F 
Streets SW., in which there is a building that is used for public wor- 
ship that is within about 100 feet of a saloon. I do not recall the 
name now. Mr. Shoemaker will probably know about that. There 
is a case where a man purchased property and expended large sums 
of money before he could have legitimately known that he was ^oing 
to get a transfer of a Ucense. There are numerous cases of that Kind, 
which, if investigated, will be disclosed. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the Anacostia case? 

Mr. Wilson. I know that the licenses were handed out on the 
morning of October 31, 1914. I happened to be there at the time 
when they were handed out, or when the announcements were made, 
rather. The court record of November 4th showed that there had 
been certain trusts given on certain property in Anacostia. The 
people in Anacostia cooperating with the Anti-Saloon Lea^e had 
protested vigorously against any saloons being located m that 
vicinitv. Upon an examination of the record, liber 3746, foUo 241, 
of the land records of the District of Columbia, I found a deed of trust 
from Thomas J. and Annie L. Leonard to Frank E. Elder and Stanley 
p. WiUis, dated October 31, 1914, recorded November 3, 1914, in the 
liber and foUo which I have mentioned, to secure Julius McKissman 
$7,218.85, 20 notes monthly of $350 each, falling due in from 1 to 20 
months, and then a note for $218.85 due in 21 months after the date. 
This was secured on lot 12 and part of lot 11 in square 5769. I think 
it was formerly No. 45 Harrison Street, and it is now known as No, 
1245 Good Hx)pe Road, by the number. On the same day the 
same parties to the same trustees gave a chattel trust on the liquor 
business at said place, and that chattel trust is recorded in Uber 3746, 
foUo 244, et seq. I do not know anything about what was done with 
this money. I simply call attention to it, that it attracted my 
attention. 

The Chairman. Is it not a fact that that saloon in Anacostia is 
located in a nonbusiness block ? 

Mr. Wilson. I can not say, Mr. Chairman, just what the percentage 
of business is there, nor have I examined recently, and I cio not now 
hold in mind just what the situation is in regard to that. 

The Chairman. Is it not a fact that there was an overwhelming pro- 
test by the citizens of Anacostia against that location of a saloon there ! 

Mr. Wilson. There was. There were many hundreds of people 
that appeared before the excise board against the granting of tnat 
Ucense, and they had the protest of a very large number, as their 
records will show. 

The Chairman. I think that covers about all of it? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. Very well. You may stand aside for the present. 

(At 6 o'clock p. m. the committee adjourned until to-morrow, 
Wednesday, February 24, 1915, at 10 o'clock a. m.) 

X 
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INVESTIGATION OF THE CONDUCT OF THE EXCISE BOARD 

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 



WEDNESDAY, FEBBXTABY 24, 1916. 

Special Committee, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 

The special committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 o'clock 
a. m., in the room of the Committee on Indian AflFairs of the Senate, 
in the Capitol. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Jones. 

TESTmOSY OF AISTDBEW WILSON— Continned. 

The Chairman. Mr. Wilson, do you know of any instances where 
two saloons are being rim imder one license ? 

Mr. Wilson. I so consider the place at 1942-1944 Fourteenth 
Street NW. As I imderstand, the license appUcation was made by 
O^Hanlon & O'Connor for 1944 Fourteenth Street NW. They at one 
time had two entrances, 1942 and 1944. One of them has been closed 
up. Mr. Cotter T. Bride had told them that they must close one en- 
trance; so to-day there is an entrance at the south side of 1942 Four- 
teenth Street. Opening the door and entering, the first part of the 
room at 1942 is cut off oy swinging screen doors opening into 1942; 
that is, farther in, in 1942. A part of the wall between 1942 and 1944 
has been removed, and in the space, or a part of that space, are two 
swingmg screen doors. There is a bar extendmg along the north side 
of 1942, making a sort of a horseshoe around through this opening 
and extending down on the south side of 1944 Fourteenth Street. At 
a quarter to 9 o'clock this morning there were bartenders on both 
sides, in both places. I transferred there on the street cars and I 
made it my business to go in. I went in and looked over it just a 
moment and went out again. 

Senator Thompson. What are the names of the parties who run 
that place ? 

Mr. Wilson. O'Hanlon and O'Connor are the men who run it. It 
is Patrick O'Hanlon, and I have forgotten Mr. O'Connor's initials. 

Senator Thompson. Do they conduct that business under one 
license ? 

Mr. Wilson. There is but one license there, as we understand. 

I think that Geyer's, at 1523-25-27 Fourteenth Street — perhaps 
only two of those numbers, but along about there — on the east side 
of Fourteenth Street, also is conducted at two places. Our interpre- 
tation of the law is that they are only entitled to a license at one 
place, if entitled at aU. I think, too, that probably Mr. Xander's 
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place on Seventh Street has a wholesale bar and a retail bar. Mr. 
Shoemaker knows more about that than I do. They are right adjoin- 
ing each other. He probably has two licenses, however. 

1 wish to state, if I may, in relation to yesterday's statement, that 
I deem section 7 of the rule, or rule 7, to be entirely without warrant 
of law. There is an attempted segregation here of wholesale licenses 
into classes, where the law makes but one kind of wholesale licenses. 
It says : 

Beginning November 1, 1914, wholesale licenses (to sell intoxicating liquors in 
quantities <•£ 5 gall -ns and over) shall n>t be granted on an side of a street where less 
than 50 per cent of the foot frontage between intersecting streets, etc. 

I think the part included in parenthesis there is wholly uncalled 
for, and makes a division of wholesale licenses entirely beyond the 
power of the board to make. 

Senator Jones. Do you know of any basis for that 5-gaJlon limita- 
tion they put in there ? 

Mr. Wilson. No, sir; there is none. 

Senator Jones. Did you ever hear them give any reason for that? 

Mr. Wilson. I did not. The only imaginable excuse I can see is 
that they desired some means of giving wholesale licenses in residence 
districts, and hit upon this method to ao it. It would have been very 
much better, from our viewpoint, if the right of sale in 5-gallon quan- 
tities had been given in residence districts and the other had been 
given in business districts. 

I think also that section 15 of the rules making a distinction as to 
the sealed original package is erroneous. 

Senator Jones. Here is their definition: 

A ''sealed ori^lnar' package comprehends a package not filled at the time of sale, 
but one carried m stock, whether filled on the premises of the licensee or elsewhere. 

Mr. Wilson. My opinion about it is that a sealed original package 
would be a package that was sealed when it came into the possession 
of the dealer, the licensee, and that it is not one which is sealed by 
him. 

Senator Jones. About the sealed packages, have you any informa- 
tion about how that trade is carried on at any of these so-called 
wholesale places ? 

Mr. Wilson. Not at this time. Senator. There was a time when, 
as a matter of general repute, it was carried on in jars such as our 
housewives use in sealing up fruit; Mason jars. 

Senator Jones. You say it was carried on in that way? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. They would take the jars and nil them with 
beer and screw the tops down; and they considered that to be a sealed 
package. 

Senator Jones. In other words, a person would take the jar in there 
with them, and it would be filled there, and the top screwed on, and 
that was called a sealed package, and they were allowed to take it 
away? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is in wholesale places ? 

Senator Jones. That is in wholesale places, as I understand it. 

Mr. Wilson. I believe they did that in the wholesale places, too; 
and I think that that was the way they attempted to get around it, 
in selling in that way; but I think that really took the place of the 
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growler trade in the retail place when they abolished the growler, 
SO called. 

Senator Jones. You have no personal knowledge of it ? 

Mr. Wilson. I have no personal knowledge, however. 

The Chairman. Do you know as to whether paragraph 16 requiring 

* ^ that no license, either wholesale or barroom, shall be issued to any 
person or for any place located within 1,000 feet of the grounds of a 
marine barracks, tne War College, and Engineer Barracks, or of the 
navy yard, in the District of Columbia,'' has been violated ? 

Mr, Wilson. I do not. 

The Chairman. Do you know one John J. Madden ? 
Mr. Wilson. I do not except by reputation. 
The Chairman. Do you know Thaa. B. Sargent ? 
Mr. Wilson. I do. 

• The Chairman. Who is he ? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, Thad. B. Sargent is, or has been for a number 
of years, a real estate operator in Washington. 

The Chairman. Have you had any conversation with Mr. Thad. B. 
Sargent regarding this hcense matter? 

Mr. Wilson. I have, on two or three occasions. He came to my 
office in the Evans Building and expressed his appreciation of the 
efficient work that the Anti-Saloon League had done in .keeping 
Mr. Madden, who was his client, from getting a transfer of license 
to Fourteenth Street, and then to a place near the Eckington Pres- 
bvterian Church, and then to a place on B Street near tne Center 
Market, and later he called at my office in the Woodward Building. 
I might say that I left the Evans Building on August 19, 1914, the 
day that the bar was opened in the Evans Building. Mr. Sargent 
came to my office in the Woodward Building and talked about an- 
other matter for a moment, and then he began talking about the 
excise board. He stated that at first he beueved that the excise 
board was a straightforward and honest board, but he said that he 
had been compelled to change his mind, and I said to him, ^'Mr. 
Sargent, what is the matter now?'' *^Well,'' he said, ^*you know I 
represented Madden, and that you beat us out in three places.'' I 
said, '^Yes." He said, ^'Well, I met him a day or two ago, and I 
said to him 'You got your license transferred out on Four-and-a-half 
Street.' He said, 'Yes.'" 

The Chairman. Mr. Wilson, you mean that he said he represented 
Madden in three attempts to get a license to run a saloon ? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. In each one of those attempts that he made for 
Madden the Anti-Saloon League was successful in resisting him ? 

Mr. Wilson. In defeating him, yes. . 

The Chairman. For transfer of license? 

Mr. Wilson. Transfer of license. 

The Chairman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wilson. Then he said to Mr. Madden, *^Why did voja not let 
me represent you this time when you got your transfer?' He said, 
*'I have done all this work for you for nothing, now, and then you 
get your transfer and I am left out." Mr. Madden, so Mr. Sargent 
told me, repUed *'0h, you don't know how. You don't understand. 
It takes money to do this thing, and you don't know how to do it." 
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Then Mr. Sargent said he said to Mr. Madden, ''You don't mean to 
say that you had to buy the excise board?" And Mr. Madden's 
reply was, as Mr. Sargent related it to me, ''Sure; what else could I 
mean?" 

The Chairman. Mr. Madden finally succeeded in securing a 
transfer ? 

Mr. Wilson. He did, and he was represented by Mr. Joseph C. 
Sheehy when he got his transfer. 

Senator Jones. A former member of the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. Former chairman of the board; a man, I regret to 
say, who might not have gotten there if other steps had been taken 
which' might have been taken in 1913. 

The Chairman. Is there anything else, Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. Wilson. I think of nothing further unless your honorable 
committee desire to ask some further questions. 

The Chairman. Do you know why Mr. Sheehy resigned? 

Mr. Wilson. Only tnis. Mr. Sheehy said to me that he resigned 
because he had to make a Uving for himself and provide for his babies 
for the future; that there was not money enough on the excise board 
for him. 

The Chairman. Do you know the salaries of the board ? 

Mr. Wilson. I do; $2,400 a year each. 

The Chairman. The chairman gets no more than the other two 
members ? 

Mr. Wilson. No more. 

The Chairman. That will do for the present, Mr. Wilson. 

TESTIMOmr OF AIBEST E. SHOEMAKEB. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. vShoemaker. Albert E. Shoemaker. 

The Chairman. And your profession? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Lawyer. 

The Chairman. What is your position, if any, in connection with 
the Anti-Saloon League? 

Mi\ Shoemaker. I am attorney for the Anti-vSaloon League of 
the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. What is your business address and your home 
address ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. My business address is the Woodward Building, 
Fifteenth and H Streets, and my home address is Friendship Heights, 
Md. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. Shoemakjer. I am not an actual resident now, Senator. I am 
living just over the District line in Montgomery County, Md. 

The Chairman. For all practical purposes, however 

Mr. Shoemaker. My whole life has been spent in the District of 
Columbia, practically. 

The Chairman. Your whole life has been spent in the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; my schooling and education has been here, 
and I have been in business here. I uved here a part of the lime. 
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The CHAiRBfAN. How long have you been in the law practice here ? 

Mr. SnoEBiAKEE. Since 1892. 

The Chairman. As attorney for the Anti-Saloon League, what 
occasion have you had to know of the workings of the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have been attorney for the Anti-Saloon League 
for a little more than 20 years, and as such attorney I have been -in 
constant touch with the work of the excise boards from that time 
until this time. I have represented the Anti-Saloon League and 
protestants at practically all hearings on applications for licenses^ 
either transfers and renewals of Ucenses. 

The Chairman. Have hearings been held on practically all trans- 
fers and licenses that have been granted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Hearings were granted oil practically all ap- 
plications for transfers of licenses under this new law, and hearings 
were granted on nearly aU applications for renewals of licenses a9 
well. 

The Chairman. Was extensive testimony taken in these hearings 
as a rule? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; as a rule, in connection with the transfer 
of Ucenses, of which there were a great many. During the fall of 
1913, directly after the law going into effect, there were a great many 
transfers from that time up to October, 1914. 

The Chairman. At these hearings, in the matter of transfers and 
apphcations for original license, were the applicants generally repre- 
sented by attorneys ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Generally; yes, sir. In a few cases they were not 
rewesented by attorneys. 

The Chairman. What attorneys are most prominent in the busi- 
ness of representing applicants for Ucense and transfers ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Alexander H. Bell, Mr. Michael J. Keane, 
Mr. R. L. Montague, and Mr. Joseph C. Sheehy. 

The Chairman. Mr. Sheehy is tne man who was chairman of the 
present board when it was firat organized under the new law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he was the first chairman of the new board 
and he served imtil, I think, in April. 

The Chairman. Had he been in this business of representing appli- 
cants for licenses and transfers before he was chairman of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He had not been. I had never met him or seen 
him prior to his becoming a member of the board itself. 

The Chairman. And you had been constantly at hearings before 
old boards ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Constantly appearing; yes. 

The Chairman. For many years ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. So far as I know, he had never appeared 
in a case before. 

The Chairman. How long did he serve as chairman of the board ? 

Mi. Shoemaker. He served from September 4, when he took the 
oath of office. 

Senator Thompson. Of what year ? 
. Mr. Shoemaker. 1913. He served until some time in April, 1914. 
; The Chairman. He then resigned and became 

Mr. Shoemaker. He resigned, and soon afterwards became a 

Eractitioner before the excise board. His first case I recall was the 
[adden case, referred to by Mr. Wilson. 
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The Chairman. In connection with one case he was sued for a 
division of fees, was he not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he was sued in connection with fees paid by 
John J. McCarthy, who appUed for a transfer of license to the Evans 
Building, 1424 New York Avenue. I may say that Mr. Sheehy had 
his office in that building, as I had mine. 

The Chairman. He had his office in the Evans Building ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he had his office in the Evans Building. 
I had mine, and Mr. Wilson had his, in the same building. Mr. Sheehy 
appeared always to be opposed to a grant of a license for a barroom 
in that building. He talked to me about it some time prior, when 
there were rumors of appUcations. On one occasion, just shortly 
before his resignation, we met in leaving the building for the District 
Building, and he remarked to me about these rumors of applications 
for Ucense in the Evans Building, and he said, "Shoemaker, if they 
do make apphcation in this building, I should hke to exchange placed 
with vou. I told him that I would be very glad to exchange places 
with him. 

The Chairman. He meaning, evidently, that he wished to be an 
attorney to resist it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he was so much opposed to it that he would 
like to have me preside in his place, and he appear in opposition to it, 
as I understood him. 

The Chairman. The evidence in that case showed the amount of 
the fee that he was to get, did it not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The suit came on some time after the license was 
granted, over a dispute between two attorneys. 

The Chairman. Who were they? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They were Mr. Columbus — I have forgotten his 
initials. 

The Chairman. W. F. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. W. F. Columbus. Mr. Columbus had repre- 
sented Mr. McCarthy, who had a license on Fourteenth Street SW. 
near the Bureau of rrinting and Engraving. 

The Chairman. You say that he had represented him? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. In respect to what? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The transfer of his license. Mr. McCarthy was 
80 sure that he could not continue after the 1st of November, 1914, 
that he sought to transfer his license. 

The Chairman. And he employed Mr. Columbus? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he employed Mr. Columbus, and I think 
he made possibly three efforts to transfer his hcense. 

The Chairman. Was that while he was chairman of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. He made two or three efforts to transfer to the 
Evans Building ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not to the Evans Building, but elsewhere. He 
made appUcations, I beUeve, on upper Fourteenth Street. Thtjse 
appUcations were all refused, and shortly after Sheehy had resigned 
and his resignation had been accepted Mr. McCarthy made an appU- 
cation for transfer of his barroom license to the Evans Building. 
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. The Chairman. Before you leave that point, now, do you know why 
Mr. Me0aartii|^^ applications for transfers were declined while Mr. 
Sheehy was pi-esident of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know. There was some opposition to 
them, not strong cases against them at aQ, but there was some oppo- 
sition. I remember a case on Fourteenth Street where there were 
some few protestants. 

Senator Thompson. Had the applications for the transfers to the 
Evans Building been made before he went off the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; these applications were apphcations for trans- 
fers elsewhere while he was chairman of the board. The McCarthy 
application for the Evans Building was not made until after he went 
off the board. 

The Chairman. Yes; all right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Columbus sought Mr. Sheehy to assist him, 
and Mr. Sheehy drew up a contract. I talked with Mr. Columbus 
himself about mis, and the record also shows the contract provided 
that there should be a retainer of $500 and a contingent fee, contin- 
gent upon the granting of the license, of $5,000. 

The Chairman. Was the retainer fee to be divided equally between 
the two ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it was divided. 

The Chairman. The $5,000 contingent fee was to be divided also ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was to be divided equally also under the terms 
of the contract. It appears from the record of a suit of Columbus 
against Sheehy that Mr. Sheehy collected $2,500 of the $5,000, and 
Im*. Columbus claimed one-half of that. Mr. Sheehy refused to pay 
him, and Mr. Columbus brought the suit against him. The suit 
came up before Mr. Justice Stafford, and he threw the case out of 
court on the ground that such fees in hquor cases were contrary to 
public policy and good morals. In connection, as I understand it, 
with that case, Mr. McCarthy placed a large trust on his place of 
business to cover the expenses of his transfer. 

The Chairman. After this suit for part of the fee had been thrown 
out on the ground that is was contrary to public policy and good 
morals, did Mr. Sheehy continue to appear before the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. In many oases? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not just recall when that court decision was 
handed down. 

The Chairman. He has continued, however, to appear before the 
board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes; before the board. 

The Chairman. He is an attorney in good standing before the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know anything about why the other 
$2,500 was not paid? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know, except my understanding was, I 
think from Mr. Columbus, that McCarthy did not have any more 
money to pay at that time, or something of the kind. He tried to 
collect it and failed to collect it. 

The Chairman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Wilson yesterday 
afternoon ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I did. 

The Chairman. You heard him testify as to what you had said 
to him as to what members of the boara had said to you regarding 
evidence you had adduced in certain cases ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you remember those cases? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Suppose I take up those cases ? 

The Chairman. Go ahead and take up those cases that Mr. Wil- 
son referred to. He referred to conversations with you regarding 
them ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Simply as to the conversations, or the whole 
case? 

The Chairman. I want you to corroborate, if you can, what Mr. 
Wilson said. I want to know if you can corroborate him ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Thomas Kaftery case was one of the most 
flagrant cases that came within my notice. Mr. Raftery had a 
license in the northeast section of the city, located in a strictly resi- 
dential neighborhood, and he sought a transfer to 406 H Street NE. 
He entered into a contract to buy the property, and made application 
for the transfer. Some weeks before the hearing on the application 
was had, a citizen and business man conducting business at 406 H 
Street, a Mr. Fitzsimmons, sent to us for assistance, for petition 
blanks, for protest blanks, and for instructions as to how to proceed 
to prevent the hcense from goins in. We sent him the protest blanks 
and the necessary instructions, out did not hear from him promptly, 
and no protest had been filed. I discovwed that the day before the 
hearing. 

That same day I had information from two sources that the pro- 
tests, which had been numerously signed, had been bought and 
destroyed. I had not time to investigate the matter that afternoon, 
and was assured that there were some citizens there who would testify 
to the protests. When I attended the hearing next morning there 
was omy one citizen living in the immediate neighborhood, and 
Judge Stridor who was the owner of property on that block, I 
proved by the citizen present that he had signed a protest, that he 
saw it a second time, and that more names had been added to it, 
but he knew nothing further about it. Judge Strider had not seen 
the protest. When the applicant himself was on the stand he swore 
that he had never seen or heard of a protest; that, however, he had 
paid to Mr. Fitzsimmons, to whoni we had sent the protest blanks, 
$100, with a promise, if the license was granted, of another $100 for 
the vacating of the building when required to do so. Upon that 
showing I asked the board lor a continuance of the case to give us 
time to investigate the charges. The chairman, Mr. Sheehy, per- 
emptorily refused a continuance. I insisted, and he continuea to 
refuse, and there was no continuance. He did say, however, that 
protests might be filed the next day if they should come in. I did 
not get a chance to go into the matter directly, and a day or two 
aftei'wards I received a protest, not on the form that we sent out, 
but a protest with a few names, protesting against the transfer of 
that hcense. That protest I filed promptly, before the board acted 
upon the application and granted the transier. Later the transferee, 
it was disclosed, was unable to get possession of No. 406 H Street, 
to which he had been transferred, and the excise board had a hearing 
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to find out why he had not transferred his license. That was a month 
or so or more afterwards, and then it was shown that there was some 
trouble between the licensee and the owner of the property. 

A short time after the bearing application was made by Mr. Raf- 
tery for a transfer to No. 420, on the same block, and a hearing was 
granted upon that appUcation, and there was some considerable 
number of protests filed against that transfer. 

At the hearing I objected to proceeding until the board had recon- 
sidered and refused tne grant of the license to No. 406 H Street. 
The board refused to take such action and went on with the hearing. 
The morning of the hearing Mr. Fitzsimmons, who had secured the 
protests and who, it was aueged, had given them up for a compen- 
sation, called me up at my ofhce over the telephone and asked me if 
there was a hearing on the application that day, and I told him yes. 
He said, ''I think that I had better come down. I have heard so 
much about this transaction that I think* I will be glad to tell my 
story to the excise board," or words to that effect. I urged him to 
come down, and he did come. We went on with the hearing that 
morning and did not reach him, and the board took a recess until 
the afternoon. 

Mr. Fitzsimmons said to me that he did not think he could return 
that afternoon; that he was busy; being a tailor, he had a number 
of suits to get out, and some of his customers were prominent men, 
and he did not want to disappoint them. I urged him to come, and 
asked the board to tell liim to come. The board seemed to hesitate 
to do it, but finally said, ^^Mr. Fitzsimmons, if Mr. Shoemaker wants 
you to come, come." 

They manifested no interest, apparently, in having him come. At 
the afternoon session he had not appearea when we wanted him, and 
we went on with the case and got as far as we could without him, and 
then asked for a delay in order that Mr. Fitzsimmons might have time 
to get there, and I had him called up by telephone, and at his store 
they said that he was on his way, or he said he woidd come, himself. 
The board said, '*We wiU give you 10 minutes, and if he does not 
appear we will go on with the case." Mr. Sheehy, who was then his 
attorney, together with Mr. Michael J. Keane, objected very strenu- 
ously to the delay, and objected to having his testimony. The 10 
minutes expired and the board ordered the case to be resumed. I 
asked for a further delay, and while talking about it Mr. Fitzsimmons 
came in. He was immediately put upon the stand and testified in 
substance to this effect: *' I was in business as a tailor at 406 H Street 
and I permitted the notice card to be tacked on the building. I 
thought it over afterwards, and realized that it would be a great 
inconvenience to me and seriously interfere with my business, it beine 
in the spring of the year, and I went to my attorney and consultea 
him as to what I should do. My attorney advised ine to tear the 
card down, and I tore it down. Mr. Raftery, the applicant, came to 
me shortly afterwards and made a proposition to me that if I would 
agree to permit the building to be posted and to give possession of 
the buildmg when required and not to protest against him, he would 
give me $100, and in case the license was granted $100 more." 

The Chairman. Did he also include as consideration the offer of 
destruction of any protests ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I asked Mr. Fitzsimmons if he had the 
protests that he had signed at that time. He formerly testified that he 
nad circulated a protest and had gotten it numerously signed, giving 
the names of many of the signers. I asked him if there was any- 
thmg said about the protest. He said, '^Yes, I had the protest with 
me and showed it to Mr. Raftery and asked him what I should do 
with it. I just destroyed it in his presence.'^ 

The Chafrman. Dia he get the $100 at that time? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He got the $100 at or about that time, and he 

fot the other $100, I understood him to say, later. I asked him if 
e knew anything further about protests, and he said ves; that a day 
or two afterwards Mr. Raftery again came to him with other protest 
blanks and asked him to circulate them against himself. 

The Chairman. How was that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That Raftery came to him with other protest 
blanks and asked him, Mr, Fitzsimmons, to circulate these adaitional 
protests. 

The Chairman. Mr. Fitzsimmons testified to that before the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He testified to that before the excise board; 
that Mr. Raftery, the applicant, came to him with other protest blanks 
and asked him to circulate them against himself; that is, against 
Raftery. 

The Chairman. Did he say why ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He did not say at that time. He said, "I did 
not know just what that meant, ancl I went down to Mr. M. J. Keane's 
ofiice and asked him about it, whether I should do it or not, and 
why it should be done, and he said, 'Yes, circulate them in order to 
keep the protest alive'; and I took the protests and did circulate 
them, and I secured quite a number of signatures of property owners 
and residents on the protests and turned them over to Mr. Raftery.'' 
That was the testimony of Mr. Fitzsimmons at that hearing in sub- 
stance. Mr. Raftery himself, upon cross-examination, in the pres- 
ence of Mr. Fitzsimmons admitted that he had heard of the protests 
and had seen the protests, contradicting his testimony given at the 
former hearing when he said that he had never heard of it or seen it. 

The Chairman. To what protest did he refer then, the original, 
real protest ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The original protest. 

The Chairman. Did he admit that he asked Mr. Fitzsimmons to 
circulate this protest afterwards ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He did not admit that, no. 

The Chairman. Did he deny it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; he did not deny it, but he did not admit 
it. I am not sure about that, but he did not deny it, as I recall. 

The Chairman. The record will show that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The record of the excise board will show that, 
I think. After the argument of the case and the hearing was con- 
cluded Mr. Baker called me over to him — this is Henry S. Baker, 
a member of the excise board — and, much to my surprise said, 
'^Now, that you have got this testimony in, what does it amount 
to?'^ I answered him in this way. I said, "Mr. Baker, after this 
testimony produced here to-day by Mr. Fitzsimmons, part of it 
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admitted by Mr. Raftery himself, and after what I have said in my 
argument, nothing further that I can say will enlighten you/' 

The Chaiuman. This was Mr. Baker, one of the members of the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Of the excise board, yes, sir. The license appli- 
cation for No. 420 was refused. Remember that the grant for the 
transfer of No. 406 was stiU in existence, although he was not occu- 
pying No. 406, but was running a barroom at his old stand, at Third 
and C Streets NE. I have forgotten the number. 

Shortly after this application for a license at No. 420 was refused, 
Mr. McCarthy took possession of No. 406, and remodeled the build- 
ing at apparently large expense, and entered it as a saloonkeeper, 
and the license lor that place was renewed for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914. 

The Chairman. They granted Mr. Raftery a transfer to No. 406 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. After this testimony had developed, the testi- 
mony to which you have referred in regard to No. 420 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not exactly that, SenatofT They had granted 
the transfer to No. 406 in the first instance, and the applicant was 
unable to take possession of the building, having some trouble with 
the owner of the building. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. While that was pending, after he had been granted 
a transfer and before he had taken possession of No. 406, he made 
application for No. 428 H Street. The board taking no further 
action with reference to No. 406, the grant for No. 406 was on the 
records, standing? 

The Chairman. Had you contested the application for No. 406? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. On what grounds? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the ground that it was in a residential section 
of the city, very largely; there were not many protestants there: 
Judge Strider was there, and he protested on the ground of having 
property in the neighborhood ; and one other citizen who had signed 
the protest that was destroyed was present. After we found out 
these protests had been destroyed we asked for a continuance, and 
that is where the trouble came. 

The Chairman. Had the protests been destroyed with reference 
to No. 406 also ? . 

Mr. Shoemaker. The protests that were destroyed were entirely 
with reference to No. 406. 

The Chairman. That was the building in which Fitzsimmons had 
an oflBice? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In which he had a tailor shop. Mr. Thomas 
Raftery had a saloon at the corner of Third and C Streets NE., in a 
residential section. He desired a transfer to No. 406 H Street, and 
made application for that place. Mr. Fitzsimmons, who was the 
tenant m the building, having a tailor shop there, sent for protest 
blanks, and they were furnished him. He circulated those protest 
blanks, and they were not filed prior to the hearing, and the informa- 
tion came to us that the protests had been destroyed. Not haying 
time to investigate the question, at the hearing next day a citizen 
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appeared and swore that he signed the protest^ had seen it second 
time, and that others had signed it meanwhile, but he knew nothing 
further about it. The appUcant, Mr. Raf tery, swore that he had not 
seen or heard of the protest. Upon that showing I asked the board 
for a continuance, to give us an opportunity to investigate those 
charges. The board refused. 

The Chairman. Up to this time, now, nothing had been said about 
No. 420? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing. 

The Chairman. Now go ahead. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Sheehy was then chairman of the board and 
he refused to grant a continuance, and the Ucense was in a few days 
granted to No. 406; but owing to some trouble between the owner 
of the property and Mr. Raftery — Mr. Raftery was trying to buy the 
property — he was unable to take possession of it; and a month or 
two months, probably, after that, he made an application for No. 
420, and the hearing was granted on that apphcation. 

The Chairman. And it was on that hearing that the further evi- 
dence came out as to Raftery's deaUngs with Fitzsimmons with 
reference to No. 406 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; that is it. Is that clear. Senator? 

The Chairman. I think that clears it up. And despite the fact 
that this evidence came out, the board allowed him to retain his 
permission for a transfer to 406 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. To No. 406. At the hearing on the application 
for No. 420, I had urged that the board should reconsider and refuse 
the grant of a license to No. 406, but the board refused that request 
and considered the grant to No. 420 after the record showed a grant to 
No. 406. In other words, he was running a barroom at Third and C 
Streets, which had been transferred to No. 406 H Street, and then 
they were considering the grant of another application for No. 420, 
all at the same time. 

The Chairman. Who represented Raftery? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In his application for No. 420 he was repre- 
sented by Mr. Joseph C. Sheehy and Mr. Michael J. Keane. 

The Chairman. Who represented him in his application for No. 
406? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I am not sure, but I think it was Mr. Keane. 

The Chairman. The record will show ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It was Mr. Keane, I think. 

Senator Thompson. On this renewal for No. 406 last November, 
was another showing made? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As I recall it, Mr. Sheehy appeared for him in 
October on the application for renewal of license, but we made no 
attempt to go further into the case at that time, deeming it absolutely 
useless. 

Senator Thompson. And the renewal was granted there as a mat- 
ter of course ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, in effect, as a matter of course. I do not 
remember any protest there. 

The Chairman. What did you hear any member of the excise 
board say regarding any testimony adduced in the Ebbitt House 
case? 
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Mr. Shoemakeb. I knew of certain information in connection with 
the Ehbitt House case, as to the conduct of the Ebbitt House dining 
room and barroom, and some information came from Mr. Thomas 
Wood, who was a former employee of the Ebbitt House. He was 
what we call a door man on the Foiurteenth Street side. Mr. Wood 
is now connected with the Capitol poUce force. Mr. Wood hesitated 
to appear pubUcljr in giving his testimony against the Ebbitt House. 
He had some dehcacy about it, and I asked him if he would appear, 
with others whom he knew to have information against the conduct 
of the Ebbitt House, and he said he would. I then, at the first oppor- 
tunity, requested the board to grant a private hearing to Mr. Wood 
and others who might be introduced as witnesses. The board finally 
granted permission, not for the whole case, but for these witnesses 
referred to. The hearing was given and Mr. Wood appeared and gave 
his testimony, which was to my mind exceedingly damaging. 1 do 
not know whether you want me to repeat something of the nature of 
his testimony or not. 

The Chaibman. He testified concerning the furnishing of liquor to 
girls, did he not? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; he testified to the practice of furnishing 
liquor to young women, some of them under age, and gave instances 
tnat came under his personal observation. He told of one instance 
where he personally had carried out a young girl 17 or 18 years old, 
carried her bodily, she being so drunk that sne was not able to walk, 
and put her in an electric auto, and that she had come down in the 
machine, driving it herself; and that tbe young man with her was 
unable to run the machine. He also told how the women who 
became intoxicated were taken out through an allejway coming out 
on F Street, and put in carriages and taken away in that way. He 
also told about scenes he had witnessed in the dining room of the 
place, and told how useless it was to report to his superiors about 
the misconduct of the place. That was in effect the substance of his 
testimony. 

The Chaibman. What observation, if any, did any member of the 
board make regarding that testimony t 

Mr. Shoemakeb. 'Hie next morning after this hearing I was called 
to the board — to the board's private office — by Mr. Bride about 
another matter — another case. He wanted to talk with me about 
the refusal of the board to accept some evidence I had offered the 
day previous in a case. Mr. Bride wanted the evidence admitted, 
and the other two refused to have it admitted. 

Senator Thompson. Do you mean this Ebbitt House evidence ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; that has to do with the testimony in another 
case. 

Senator Thompson. While you were there did they bring up this 
matter of the Ebbitt House hearing ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. While I was there Mr. Bride said, in talk- 
ing about this other evidence, '*Now, you see we ought to have 
admitted that evidence, and you see what we got out oi the Ebbitt 
House case bv having these witnesses." With that remark the chair- 
man said, 'U give no attention to that evidence. It has no weight 
with me whatever." 

Senator Thompson. Meaning the Ebbitt House evidence ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the Ebbitt House evidence. He said, *4t 
has no weight with me whatever; I pay no attention to it.'' And 
Mr. Baker said, '^Amen! Amen!" 

The Chairman. Had they granted the license at that time to the 
Ebbitt House ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, they had not. They did not grant that until 
the 30th or 31st of October. 
. The Chairman. 1914? 

Mr. Shoemaker. 1914; yes, sir; this last year. This hearing of the 
Ebbitt House case was on the application for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914. 

The Chairman. Do you remember any other case in which obser- 
vations of similar character were made to you by the board? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know anything, Mr. Chairman, very defi- 
nite about anv similar remarks in anv other case. 

The Chairman. Very well. Have you had any conversation with 
any member of the board in addition to the conversations you have 
already alluded to in reference to license matters ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have had a great deal of conversation with the 
members of the board from time to time. 

The Chairman. Was anything ever said to you by any member of 
the board withTeference to the fact that any individuals were making 
collections for members of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I remember one conversation I had with them. 

The Chairman. With whom ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. With the three members of the board. They 
sent for me upon one occasion and asked me if I had heard the 
rumors or talk in reference to large fees paid attorneys for appearing 
before the excise board. I told them that, I had; that citizens had 
approached me and had commented upon the situation; that many 
of them had said to me that the fact that these attorneys were 
receiving such large fees was indicative of things that were not 
right. 1 talked with them along that Une, and they with me in re- 
turn, and they seemed anxious to know how I felt about it, and I 
told them that my answer to folks who came to me in that way was 
that I had no knowledge of anything crooked in connection with the 
action of the board; that while I said that, I thought they should 
take some steps to dispel from the minds of the people as far as pos- 
sible the idea that the monev paid to attorneys was going in part to 
members of the excise board; that I felt it was their duty to them- 
selves and to the community to protect themselves; that if I ever 
became convinced that the memoers of the board were grafting, 
receiving any part of the money paid to these attorneys, 1 should 
stop appearing before them. Mr. Bride remarked that it was deplor- 
able that these large fees should be paid, and that so far as he was 
concerned, if he knew that an attorney was receiving an unusual fee, 
he would feel constrained to vote against the grant of the license. 

The Chairman. Was this after the case of Columbus v. Sheehy had 
been tried ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; that was before. 

Senator Jones. What did the other members of the board say? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The other members said that they had nothing 
to do with what attorneys charged for their services; that it did not 
concern them at all. 
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Senator Jones. That is, the other members of the board seemed to 
be mdifferent as to the fees that might be secured by attorneys ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely indifferent. 

Senator Jones. And so expressed themselves ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. And so expressed themselves. 

The Chairman. Did you hear any member of the board say anything 
about collections made by Mr. Columbus and a Mr. Baker ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I heard no one of the board speak about it, I think, 
except Mr. Bride. 

The Chairman. What did you hear him say ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He simply spoke in a deploring way about it. 

Senator Jones. What did he say ? 

The Chairman. Yes; what did ne say ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not recall anything specially that he said. 
We had no extensive conversation about it. He simply stated that 
he had heard of it. I do not think anyone else was present. I think 
he said that to me in the board room. 

The Chairman. Did he mention the names of Mr. Columb us and 
Mr. Baker? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; not at that time. Let me see. Oh, I remem- 
•ber that on one occasion he said to me that Mr. Columbus- 

The Chairman. Now, to what Columbus did he refer; not to the 
lawyer, Columbus ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think his initials are W. F. ; he is a lawyer. 

The Chairman. The lawyer Columbus ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I assumed he referred to him. He simply said 
"Columbus" 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And Mr. Baker's son 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Were acting as collectors for Mr. Baker. 

The Chairman. For Mr. Baker, a member of the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. How did that conversation come up ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the Saturday night prior to the granting of 
the licenses or renewals for the present license year I was with Mr. 
Bride and Chairman Smith and Mr. Hugh Harvey, making some 
inspections of saloons, and Mr. Bride, as I recall it, made this remark 
to me one night in an automobUe before Mr. Smith and Mr. Harvey 
were taken m. 

The Chairman. Do you know young Mr. Baker's initials ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I dfo not, Mr. Chauman. 

Senator Jones. What remark did he make to you in the auto- 
mobile ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Simply that Mr. Columbus and Mr. Baker's son 
were acting as collectors. 

Senator Jones. In what connection did he make that remark? 
What led him to make it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We were talking generally about e(xcise ccmditions, 
and I do not know that he said anything further about it, but I 
expressed surprise, and we went on talking about something else. 

Senator Thompson. Just when was that, now ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That was on a Saturday night, the last Saturday 
night in October, as I recall it. 
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Air. Wilson. The last Saturday in October. October 31 was 
Saturday. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Then it w«^ the Saturday previous to that. 

Senator Jones. I would hke to get from you the exact language 
used by Mr. Bride. Did he say that he understood Mr. Columbus 
and Mr. Baker were collecting tnis money and that they were doing 
it — state as nearly as you can what he said. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I ao not know that he said that he understood. 
I have quoted it as nearly as I possibly can, that Mr. Columbus and 
Mr. Baker's son were acting as collectors for Mr. Baker. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the charges with ref- 
erence to the location of saloons within a shorter distance than 400 
feet of houses of reUgious worship and public schoolhouses, colleges, 
and universities, measured by the shortest coiu^e of travel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, previous to the hearings on the 
applications for renewals of licenses last fall I felt it necessary to 
make personal inspections and measiu*ements, wherever it seemed 
to be necessary, of all saloons and wholesale places. 

The Chairman. Have you had any experience as a siHveyor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I followed the business of siu-vejdng for 
several years in this District, and also in the State of Maryland, and 
I arranied with a party to accompany me with steel tap4 and vis- 
ited all saloons that were applying for renewals of Ucenses and mQas- 
ured where there was any cnance of a pubUc schoolhouse or a college 
or a university or a house of religious worship being within the limit. 
I also made measurements to inhabited alleys, and also made esti- 
mates of the business frontage on the sides of blocks where saloons 
were located. This work required many days. I made the measure- 
ments as carefully as I could without using a transit for the purpose 
of running the straightest possible line. We measined to cnurches 
and schools and by the shortest course of travel from entrance to 
entrance over a pubUc right of way. In some instances we meas- 
ured different ways. I have here a sort of a field book, in which I 
have the names of the Ucensees and the location of every saloon 
applying" for renewal of Ucense, and I have, in addition to the results 
01 measurements and inspections, added the reports made by the 
police in connection with the various appUcations for renewal of 
licenses. In many instances the police and mv reports agree as to 
the distances between churches, schools, and. houses oi religious 
worship. 

The Chairman. You found a number of saloons to be located 
within a shorter distance than 400 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Within 400 feet. 

The Chairman. Within 400 feet of houses of religious worship or 
pubUc schools or colleges or universities ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. You provided me with a list of those places, did 
you not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I have submitted that Ust to the District surveyor 
for verification, so that imless you have something else on that, it is 
enough. 
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Senator Jones. I surest that Mr. Shoemaker make his statement 
with reference to each item on that list, and how he f oimd conditions, 
what he did, etc. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to say that one reason why we felt it 
necessary to make these measurements was because the board would 
not fix or determine any rule to govern the measurements. We 
could not find. out how tney were going to make the measurements. 
The police had no instructions as to how they should make them, 
and we had no light on the subject. 

The Chairman. Have they ever promulgated any definite rule of 
measurement ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No definite rule. We asked them several times 
to do that, but they refused, and consequently we are entirely in the 
dark as to the method of measurement. 

The Chairman. What answer did they make to your requests ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Their answer was tnat every case stood on its 
own bottom. 

The Chairman. That is, that they would have a different rule of 
measurement for each case ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think so. 

The Chairman. What answer did they make to that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, I got no satisiaction, and so I found the 
different captains of police precincts in making their measurements 
followed different rules according to their own ideas of how the dis- 
tance should be measured. Some captains measured the shortest 
possible way. Others did not, so there was some confusion in their 
reports and in our measurements. 

Senator Thompson. Did you not understand that the board had 
the view that the square-corner measurement should be made ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They held that they were at hberty to make 
rectangular measurements, and they endeavored to fall behind a 
traffic regulation which was recently modified, but which was 
formerly a prohibition against pedestrians crossing streets anywhere 
except at street crossings, and which provision oi the traffic regula- 
tions was absolutely nil. There was no attempt to enforce it, and 
nobody paid any attention to it. In later regulations there was a 
modification of that rule, and the prohibition was eliminated, and 
there was simply some advice about crossing streets, particularly in 
the downtown section where the traffic is heaviest. I inquired of 
the corporation counsel as to his construction of that regulation, 
and he said there was no prohibition against crossing the streets 
anywhere. 

The Chairman. Proceed with that hst. 

(The hst referred to is as follows:) 

The following-named saloonkeepers were granted licenses for the year beginning 
November 1, 1914, for places located within 400 feet of houses of religious worship, 
public schoolhouses, colleges or universities, according to measurements made by 

the shortest course of travel" from entrance to entrance. Some are within the pre- 
scribed distance by longer measurements: 

John J. Allen, 807 North Capitol Street, 397 feet to St. Aloysius Church. 

Michael Daly, 1319 Seventh Street NW., 397 feet to Church of Immaculate Concep- 
tion by long measurement, 347 feet to Church of Immaculate Conception by short 
measurement. 

John D. O'Connor, 918 Ninth Street NW., 328 feet to College of Pharmacy; 375 feet 
longer meastirement. 
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August H. Plugge, 1317 Seventh Street N\V., 329 feet of Immaculate Conception 
Church; 379 feet by longer way (right angles). 

John J. Brosnan, 506 Four-and-a-half Street SW., 364 feet to Jewish Church on E 
Street. 

James J. O'Donnell, 333 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 385 feet to Metropolitan Pres- 
byterian Church. 

Patrick J. McDonald, 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 364 feet to Wallach Public 
School. ^ 

John G. Graff, 222 Seventh Street SE., 392 feet to Eastern High School. 

W. J. and Jeremiah Costello, 600 G Street NW., within 100 feet of Greek Catholic 
Church. 

Margaret Casey, 114 H Street NW., within 200 feet of public Bchool. 

John T. O'Day, 921 Ninth Street NW., 367 feet to Colleee of Pharmacy. 

John F. Schriner, 730 Foiurteenth Street NW., 336 feet to New York Avenue Church, 
New York Avenue entrance; 375 feet to New York Avenue Church, H Street^en- 
trance, measured straight angles. 

Marty T. Schultz, 607 G Street NW., within 200 feet of Greek Church. 

John F. Killeen, 1314 Wisconsin Avenue NW., 364 feet of Dumbarton Avenue 
Methodist Episcopal Church. 

Charles H. Morris, 2029 K Street NW., 330 feet of Stevens Public School. 

Robert H. Snook, 825 Seventh Street NW., 389 feet of Calvary Baptist Church. 

Frank C. Poch, 900 Four-and-a-half Street SW., 393 feet of public Bchoolhoufie. 

Hugh F. Harvey, 1913 Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 340 feet to Union Methodist 
Episcopal Chiurch. 

John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol Street, 373 feet of public school. 

John J. Daly, 306 Sixth Street NW., distance to Cential Union Mission. 

Luther H. McMillan, 1421 G Street NW., distance to Temple Business School. 

Wholesale places within 400 feet of churches or schools: 

Frank L. Ash, 1330 Twenty-eighth Street NW., two churches less than 400 feet. 

Eugene T. Lyddane, 1422 Wisconsin Avenue. 

Lawrence A. McCormick, 327 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

Henry S. Byrd & Martin J. Barry, 521 G Street NW. 

Wm. Herman, 1519 Seventeenth Street NW. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I measured the distance from the entrance to 
the John J. Allen saloon at 807 North Capitol Street to St. Aloysius 
Church on the same street, on the opposite side. I made the distance 
397 feet. 

The Chairman. You measured by the shortest course ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The shortest course of travel. 

The Chairman. By that you mean the shortest line; that is, the 
most direct line in which a person would walk over a public right of 
way from entrance to entrance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. We measured in that instance directly 
up the same side of the street, before crossing over. 

The Chairman. In leaving the entrance of the saloon would you 
go any distance directly opposite the entrance before turning toward 
the church, or would you go directly in a line with the wall^ against 
the wall ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We would go out a comfortable distance to per- 
mit a pedestrian to walk comfortably. 

The Chairman. Exactly. About 18 inches? 

Mr. Shoemaker. About 18 inches or 2 feet. Then we measured 
across in a diagonal way, where people seemed to be walking to this 
church, into the yard, mto the entrance, in the door itself, and we 
made that distance 397 feet. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Shoemaker. We measured the distance from the saloon of 
Michael Daly, at 1319 Seventh Street NW., to be 397 feet to the 
Church of the Immaculate Conception, by a long measurement. 

Senator Jones. What do you mean by a long measurement ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. We went across the street at right angles. Let 
us see, what street is that? The Church of the Immacmate Con- 
ception is on N Street, west of Seventh Street. We measured along 
the pavement from the nearest entrance to the church to Seventh 
Street, across Seventh Street, as I remember it, to the opposite side, 
on which is located the saloon, and up to the saloon. 

Senator Thompson. That was by square corne]*s ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. By square corners. 

Senator Jones. That is, you began by the entrance to the church 
on that side of the street and measured down the sidewalk opposite 
the entrance to the saloon, and then straight across to the entrance 
to the saloon; is that right ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. This church is on the north side of N Street, west 
of Seventh. 

Senator Jones. It is on one side of the street, and the saloon is on 
the other ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The saloon is on Seventh Street and the church 
is on N Street. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. We crossed Seventh Street to the side of the 
street on which the saloon is located, the east side, and went up to the 
entrance of the saloon. 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I then made a measurement by a shorter route, 
and measured from the church entrance along the north side of N 
Street to the curbing of Seventh Street, and then in a diagonal line, 
an easy diagonal, to the entrance to the saloon, and that was 347 feet. 

Senator Jones. So that was within the distance by either measure- 
ment? 

Mr. Shoemaker. By either measurement, as I made it. 

I then measured from the saloon of John D. O^Connor, at 918 
Ninth Street NW. and made the distance from the College of Phar- 
macy on I Street, east of Ninth Street, to be 328 feet. The O'Connor 
saloon is on the west side of Ninth Street. I made a longer measure- 
ment of 375 feet. As I recall it, I measured down from the entrance 
of the saloon to the north curb of T Street, and then in a diagonal line 
to the entrance of the College of Pharmacy. I made that distance 
328 feet. The long measurement was taken, as I recall it now, by 
crossing I Street at right angles and measuring up the south side of 1 
Street to the entrance to the college. I made that distance 375 feet. 

Senator Jones. Do you know how long that college has been 
located there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It has been located there for, I should say, 10 or 
15 years. I am not sxixe about that. I may say, since the Senator 
has asked that question, that the college is a part of George Wash- 
ington University; the degrees are conferred by the George Wash- 
ington University; and in connection with some of these cases where 
this college came into consideration, the president of George Wash- 
ington University testified before the board as to ihe status of the 
College of Pharmacy, and his testimony convinced me beyond a ques- 
tion that it is a high-grade institution, a part of George Washington 
Universitv, and is a college just as much as is its College of Law or its 
College 01 Medicine. 
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Senator Jones. Were these measurements made before the applica- 
tions for licenses were acted upon ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Oh, yes. 

Senator Jones. And were these measurements called to the atten- 
tion of the board in connection with the various applications before 
the hearings took place ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. ^Before the hearings took place I furnished the 
results of these measurements to the board. 

The Chairman. Those measurements, as well as the measinements 
in the other cases you have listed ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes; and at the hearing on each case we urged the 
location and the distances at that time. 

Senator Thompson. Did they make any counter showing as to 
distances and how they arrived at their conclusions ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They made measurements themselves. They were 
out at the same time I was out, in different parts of the city. 1 knew 
nothing as to the results of their measiu*ements, and in fact I do not 
to this day. 

Senator Thompson. What I mean is, at the hearing they did not 
make any showing? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They simply 

Senator Thompson. Took jucucial knowledge of the distances ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In some instances they would say that their meas- 
urements differed from mine. 

The Chairman. But they did not show exactly how they made their 
measurements ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; not in any instance just how they meas- 
ured. 

Senator Jones. And they did not point out wherein yoiu* measure- 
ments were wrong ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; and in some instances they promised to make 
emeasurements, and I think they did in some instances. 

The Chairman. All with the results favorable to the Ucensing of 
saloons in the cases you have Usted there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker, i es, sir. 

The Chairman. Give the other cases briefly. 

Mr. Shoemaker. August H. Plugge had a saloon at 1317 Seventh 
Street NW. That saloon is next door to the one kept by Michael 
Daly, to which I have already referred, at 1319 Seventh Street NW. 
The JPlugge saloon is nearer the Church of the Immaculate Concep- 
tion than the Daly saloon, and I made the measurements to his 
saloon in the same way as I made those to the Daly saloon. I 
made two measurements. 

The Chairman. Just read the rest of them, telUng what you foxmd 
the distances to be. 

Senator Jones. Just give the conclusions. 

Senator Thompson. You did not give the measurement to the 
Plugge saloon ? 

A&. Shoemaker. I made the measurement to the Plugge saloon 
from the Church of the Immaculate Conception, and my shorter 
measurement was 329 feet, while the longer way, at right angles, 
was 379 feet. 
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Senator Thompson. This shorter one that you speak of, is that 
the regular course or the natural course of one traveling going the 
short way ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the shortest course of travel. 

I measured the distance from the saloon of John J. Brosnan at 
606 Four-and-a-half Street SW., to the Jewish Church on E Street. 
That distance I made to be 364 feet. 

James J. O'Donnell has a saloon at 333 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 
I made the distance from the entrance to that saloon to the nearest 
entrance to the MetropoUtan Presbyterian Church to be 385 feet. 
The short part of that hne is a diagonal line just crossing Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue. 

Patrick J. McDonald has a saloon at 643 Pennsylvania Avenue 
SE. I measured the distance from the entrance to his saloon to the 
nearest entrance to the WaUach PubUc School to be 364 feet. 

John G. Graff has a saloon at 222 Seventh Street SE. I measured 
the distance from the nearest entrance to his saloon to the nearest 
entrance to the Eastern High School to be 392 feet. 

W. J. & Jeremiah Costello have a saloon at 600 G Street NW. I 
did not make an actual measurement of the distance from this saloon 
to the Greek Catholic Church, located on the opposite comer, just 
across this street. The distance, I should say, is less than 100 feet. 

Senator Jones. Less than 100 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The distance is short, and that is the reason you did 
not measure it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that is the reason I did not measure it. 

Senator Jones. Do you know how long that church has been estab- 
lished there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That church has been used by the Greek congre- 
gation there, and that is the only one in the city, as I remember, for 
nine years. 

Senator Jones. Is the building used for any other purpose ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The building has a basement underneath, and 
then the auditorium at the top. Underneath, the place is now used 
and has been used for some little time as a bicycle shop. The priest of 
this church came on one occasion to protest against a Ucense going 
across the street from his church, and he testified before the board in 
that case as to the regularity of his congregation and his services, and 
his testimony was absolutely convincing that it is a regular church 
organization, as regular as any other church in this city. 

Senator Jones. What excuse, if any, did the board give for grant- 
ing that Ucense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The board never gave any excuse to me at all. 
I never heard them express themselves about it. P| 

The Chairman. I understand that they hold that a house not 
exclusively used for religious purposes is not considered by them a 
house of reUgious worship imder tne terms of the law. 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have given such expressions in other cases, 
but not in this particular case, to me. 

The Chairman. In the reply which they have sent me, they make 
that contention. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 
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Senator Jones. So that under their contention, the mere fact that 
there was a Uttle bicycle repair shop there would permit them to put 
any number of saloons within any distance of that church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. As a matter of fact, there is another 
saloon on G Street just across from it, probably as close to it as 
Costello's saloon, and this new board has granted a license for a 
wholesale place also across the street within the prescribed distance. 

Margaret Casey has a saloon at 114 H Street NW. She was per- 
mitted to transfer during this last license year to that place, it is 
within 200 feet of a public school known as the Manual Training 
School, which has been there, I think, for 13 or 14 years. This 
building is not owned by the District, but it has been leased by the 
District for these years. Underneath it is a milk-bottle establish- 
ment — that is, some dealer in milk bottles — and I suppose that the 
same rule apphes which was referred to a while ago, that its not 
being occupied entirely as a schoolhouse has operated to prevent 
the school from having the protection the law seems to give it. 

Senator Thompson. That is a public school? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And has been used as such for many years ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It may be interesting to the Senators to 
know that these manual training schools accommodate a number of 
school buildings. They have their classes at different times in the 
day, so that a great many boys and girls come to these manual 
training schools For one or two nours at a time. 

Senator Thompson. Can you give any idea of about what the 
attendance is at this place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker, i think the evidence showed that at one time 
there was possibly an average of 200 a day who attended there. 

Senator Jones. You do not know how many rooms in the building 
are occupied for school purposes ? 

Mj. Shoemaker. I do not know whether they have more than 
one room or not, Senator. I have never been in the school. It is 
a two-story building, and the school occupies the entire second floor. 

Senator Jones. And this bottling establishment occupies the lower' 
floor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Only a part of it. There are two small stores^ 
and the last time I saw it one of them was vacant. This saloon I 
refer to is on the same side of the street with the school. 

Senator Jones. The board never did contend at any time>. that^ 
you know of, that it was required by law to establish saloons with i 
reference to these schoolhouses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, except that they gave the impression th&li 
they were required to grant 300 barroom licenses. 

Senator Jones. In the whole District ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In the whole District. 

Senator Jones. You need not go into that now. 

Mr. Shoemaker. John T. O'Day has a saloon at 921 Ninth Street' 
NW. I measured the distance from the entrance to that saJboiL/to 
the college of pharmacy to be 367 feet. 

John F. Scnriner has a saloon at 730 Fourteenth Street NW, 
I measured the distance from this saloon to the New York: Aveiwei 
Presbyterian Church at the comer, where New York Aventie. and 
H Street come together. I made the measurement from the nearest 
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entrance of the church on New York Avenue to be 336 feet. I want 
to go mto this just a little. I made the measurement by walking 
directly up the sidewalk on New York Avenue and taking a diagonsU 
across Fourteenth Street to the saloon. 

Senator Jones. Then that would be a long measurement ? 

Mx. Shoemaker. No; that is the shortest measurement. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; on a diagonal. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That would be the nearest entrance and the 
shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the nearest entrance on the New York 
Avenue side. This church has entrances both on New York Avenue 
and on H Street. 

After I had made the measurement to the Schriner saloon from the 
nearest entrance on New York Avenue, I observed a member of the 
excise board taking a measurement from the same entrance, and 
I foimd that they measured down along New York Avenue across 
Fourteenth Street, making an acute angle up to the saloon. I do 
not know what they made the distance, but after they made their 
measurement, and a day or two before the appUcations were parsed 
upon by the board, I made the measurement, from the nearest 
entrance to the church on H Street, and made that in a rectangular 
way, and made the distance 375 feet. That information I com- 
mimicated by letter to the excise board at least two days before the 
Ucense was granted. 

The Chairman. Did they make any answer to that letter ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They made no answer to it. 

Mary T. Schultz has a saloon at 607 G Street NW. The place is 
across the street from the Greek Catholic Chiu'ch I referred to a while 
ago in connection with the Costello saloon. The distance is not more 
thaa 200 feet at most. 

John F. Killeen has a saloon at 1314 Wisconsin Avenue NW. I 
measured the distance from the entrance to this saloon to the Dum- 
barton Avenue Methodist Episcopal Church to be 364 feet, by m^k- 
ing a short diagonal, crossing. 

Senator Thompson. Did you make anoth^ measurement? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I made other measurements there, but this is 
the only one I have a record of here now^ 

Senator Jones. Do you remember the results of the other meas- 
ur^ment&t 

Mr. 3hosmakeb.. I do not, Senator. I made them and I may have 
that in this book. I can look it up. 

Senator Jones. I just thought maybe you remembered* 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not remember. 

Charles H. Morris has a saloon at 2029 K Street NW. I measured 
the distance from that saloon. The nearest entrance to the Steviwis 
Public School Building is 330 feet. That was. by the shortest course 
of travel over a public right of way between entrance and entrance. 

Robert H. Snook has a saloon at 825 Seventh Street N W. I meas- 
ured the distance from that saloon to the nearest entrance to. the 
CiJLvftcy Baptist. Church at the comer, of Eighth and H Streets, and 
make the distance. 389 feet. 
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Frank C. Poch has a saloon at 900 Four-and-a-half Street SW. I 
made the distance from that saloon to a pubUc schoolhouse to be 
393 feet. 

Hugh F. Harvey has a saloon at No. 1913 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW. I measured the distance from his saloon to the nearest entrance 
to the Union Methodist Episcopal Church on Twentieth Street to be 
340 feet. 

John E. Mergner has a saloon at 415 East Capitol Street. He has 
been there some years. There is a large parking there that has been 
used for walking over; most of it brick, as I recall it. This saloon 
prior to the erection of an iron fence around the parking in front of 
the saloon was measured to be 373 feet from a pubUc school building 
on Fifth Street. 

The Chairman. Is that going around the parking, or across the 
parking? 

Mr. Shoehakeb. By walking down the sidewalk next to the 
building line, almost flush up with the building line, the sidewalk, as 
I remember it, extending the full length of the block — a brick walk. 
This fence was erected, taking in about 40 feet in front of the saloon. 

The Chairman. Of the sidewalk? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. That made a difference of 80 feet in getting 
around there and then^oing into the saloon. 

Senator Thompson. Do you Imow when that was done ? When 
the change was made ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That was done dining the last Ucense year, as I 
remember it. 

The Chairman. Is there a fence also on the other side of the 
entrance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is a fence on the other side of the entrance, 
but there is a gateway in it coming from the other way, so that 
people going to the saloon from the west along East Capitol Street 
can enter the saloon without going around the fence. 

The Chairman. But if they go from the church to the saloon they 
have to go entirely around? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have to go entirely around. 

Senator Jones. This fence incloses a part of the sidewalk, prac- 
tically ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A part of the sidewalk; yes. 

The Chairman. Therefore, if you measured it, and measured down 
the length of that fence before turning at right angles to go to the 
school, the school would be more than 400 feet from the entrance to 
saloon ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Senator Jones. The apparent purpose of this fence is to get the 
saloon outside of the distance from the schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely. 

The Chairman. The effect of it is that, anyway ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It may make a difference of 80 feet in the 
distance between the two entrances. 

The Chairman. You say this fence was put up after the Jones- 
Works law was enacted, and before it went into effect ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; I understand so. 

Senator Jones. Was that called to the attention of the board ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes; we called that to the attention of the 
board at the heanng. 

Senator Jones. This fence being built out there, the situation was 
called to the attention of the board Tbefore the application was granted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that was our principal ground of opposition. 

The Chairman. Was there not another instance of an extension 
being built in front of a saloon on one side of its entrance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is that new saloon listed here ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; it is another place I thought you referred to» 

The Chairbian. You will find that a wholesale place, I think. 
Was there another entrance where there was a parking constructed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; in front of the saloon of John G. Graff, 222 
Seventh Street SE. 

Senator Jones. Close to what place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Close to the Eastern High School. There haa 
been a erass plat formed in front of that saloon. 

The Chairman. On the sidewalk? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the sidewalk. 

The Chairman. And on the side of the entrance near the school ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the side of the entrance near the school; be- 
tween the entrance to the saloon and the school. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. So that folks coming out of the saloon would havo 
to walk around that grass plat. That makes a difference of several 
feet. 

The Chairman. When did that grass plat make its appearance ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not determme that. I do not recall 
whether it was there when we made our measurement or not, but I 
have gone there since and I saw it there, and I have been trying to 
determine whether it was there when we made our measurements 
or not. 

The Chairman. How much of the sidewalk does that grass plat 
take up ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. How much of it ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The plat is, I should say, about 12 feet square, to 
the best of my recollection. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And it has a Uttle coping around it of about 8 or 
10 inches. 

Senator Jones. Do you know who put that grass plat in there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know, i have been told, but I do not 
know. This information that came to me was that it was put in 
there by the proprietor of the saloon. 

Senator Jones. Was this situation called to the attention of the 
excise board before the appUcation was granted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think that that was not called to the attention 
of the board. The fact is, I did not know about it at the time. 

The Chairman. The board, however, made a personal inspection be- 
fore it granted that Ucense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. The board must have seen this plat of grass there ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker^ I should think so. I say this in explanation: * 
After we filed our Ust of measurements they were made records in the 
office and the appUcants had access to them, and then there were a 
number of changes similar to this one in the Graff case, in order in 
some way to circumvent the law. 

Senator Jones. You say there are a number ? Detail those 
changes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not at this moment give them all to you. 
I remember one in connection with a wholesale place. A number of 
these changes were not as to measurements so much as to changes in 
business frontage and things of that kind. 

Senator Jones. Changes in entrances, etc. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. And changes in entrances. 

Senator Thompson. This change was made to affect the measure- 
ment? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; to affect the measurement. 

The Chairman. Proceed with your cases where a change was made 
in the front of a saloon. 

Mr. Shoemaker. In the grass plat ? 

The Chairman. No; that is a wholesale house. 

Mr. Shoemaker. There are only two places where 

The Chairman. You have not finished your barroom list yet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. John J. Dalv has a saloon at 306 Sixth 
Street NW. As I recall it, it is within the 400-foot limit of the 
Central Union Mission. 

Luther H. McMillan was allowed to transfer a license to 1421 G 
Street NW., I think next door to, or the second door from, the 
Temple College or school, one of the largest colleges or busin 
schools in the city, against its earnest protest. 

Senator Thompson. That is a commercial school, is it not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is there not another school next door to it — the 
Success Shorthand School ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know about that. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know about how many people attend 
this school ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Temple School has. several hundred pupils 
a day there. The principal oi the school protested Against the appli^ 
cation and testified about the number of pupUs at the time. 

The Chairman. Right here, I will ask Mr. Andrew Wilson if he 
has any knowledge as to whether the Success Shorthand School is 
next door to this other institution ? 

Mr. Wilson. It is. It is in one building, and the other is in the 
other building, and I think the Success Shorthand School is nearer 
than the Temple School. The Success Shorthand School is in the. 
next building to the McMillan Building, and the Temple School is 
the one next east of that, farther away from it. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The second door? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. 

The Chairman. All right; go ahead. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Frank L. Ash has a wholesale liquor license at 
1330 Twenty-eighth Street NW. There are two churches less than 
400 feet from the place. The distance I do not seem to have here on 
this list. This place is in a colored neighborhood, and the license was 
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granted against the most vigorous protests, one of the most vigorous 
protests we have had before the board. Pour of their churches are 
near by. 

Senator Thompson. Four churches? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; in the immediate neighborhood. 

Senator Thompson. Colored churches ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; colored churches. I measured the distance 
from the wholesale estabUshment of Eugene T. Lyddane at 1422 
Wisconsin Avenue^ NW. The measurement did not require the cross- 
ing of the street, l)ut around a comer to a pubUc school building, and 
I made the distance 399 feet, measured out the proper distance to 
where one can comfortably walk, and we walked comfortably to make 
the measurement, in the yard 20 feet, and then into an entrance of 
the school building. 

Lawrence A. McCormick has a license at 327 Pennsylvania Avenue 
SE., which is within the prescribed distance from a house of religious 
worship. The exact distance I have not on this list, but I have it in 
this book here. 

Senator Thompson. What church is it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker (after consulting survey^ing book). It is 322 feet, 
as I made it, to the Church of the Reformation. The police made the 
distance 347 feet to the German Church of the Reformation. 

Henry S. Byrd and Martin J. Barry have a wholesale Ucense at 
621 G Street NW., which is across the street from or near to the 
Greek Cathohc Church, referred to before. That license was trans- 
ferred there during the last hcense year. 

WilUam Herman has a wholesale Ucense at 1519 Seventeenth Street 
NW. I measured the distance from that place to the Foundry 
Methodist Episcopal Church at Fifteenth and Church Streets, and i 
made the distance to be 369 feet, and I made another measurement, 
a long measurement, that made it 378 feet, rimning at right angles 
across Church Street and then down to the store. I learned since 
these measurements were made, however, that a fence has been 
erected, prior to the granting of the license, making the distance 
greater; now much greater, I do not know. I have not examined 
it since. ' 

I am reminded that a license was also granted to a Mr. Henry 
for a wholesale estabUshment on Pennsylvania Avenue, .between 
Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, within 400 feet of the Union 
Methodist Episcopal Church, against the protest of the church and of 
the Anti-Saloon League. 

The Chairman. Does that conclude that list ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think that concludes the Ust, Mr. Chairman. 
I was about to say, though, that there are a number of other licenses 
which have been granted which we think in violation of law, in that 
they are within 400 feet of houses of reUgious worship. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not mean regular church buildings with 
steeples or bells and towers, but buildings that have been occupied 
for years by missions; by the Salvation Army where more religious 
services are held than probably at any other regular church in the 
city. 

Senator Thompson. Can you give those ? 

The Chairman. Will you prepare us a Ust of those ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I had better prepare a list of those. 

Senator Thompson. And show it in detail. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Those places have been ignored. 

Senator Thompson. Although protests were made ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Although protests were made. We protested in 
practically every instance. 

Senator Thompson. That was the ground, that they were within 
400 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we made it our business to make a protest 
in every such instance, and the minutes of the board should show that 
those protests were made. 

The Chairman. I have here a Ust of saloons that are claimed to be 
on nonbusiness streets, or in residence neighborhoods or districts, 
wholesale and retail. Will you read that list for the record ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it is as follows: 

The Anti-SaJoon League's careful iuvestigation shows that the following barroom 
licenses were granted for the license year beginning November 1, 1914, on nonbusiness 
streets or in residence districts contrary to the evident intent and purpose of the law: 

Louise Gordon, 407 Q Street NW. 

Theodore G. Stoner, 206 Seventh Street SW. 

John T. Bronson, 614 Eleventh Street SW. 

Mary A. Solan, 1003 Seventh Street NW. 

Paul Allen, 2 N Street NW. 

Patrick Raftery, 225 Eleventh Street NE. 

Dennis J. O'Donnell, 411 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 

■Gustave Brahler, 410 E Street NE. 

Patrick J. Callen, 238 Second Street NW. 

John Morris, 1610 U Street NW. 

Peter Loftus, 329 Thirteen-and-a-half Street NW. 

Augustus Loftus, 302 N Street NW. 

John E. Mergner. 415 East Capitol Street. 

Daniel F. Driscoll, 107 H Street NW. 

John J. Sullivan, 1331 Thirty-fifth Street NW. 

Michael J. O'Donoghue, 701 1 Street SW. 

Metropolitan Club, 1700 H Street NW. 

Army and Navy Club, 1627 1 Street NW. 

Patnck J. McDonald, 643 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

Henry C. Hibbs, 2000 K Street NW. 

Lena Morgenweck, 12 Fourth Street NE. 

Thomas J. Leonard, Anacostia SE. 

University Club, 900 Fifteenth Street NW. 

Anna A. E. Klotz, 1708 G Street NW. 

Patrick" O'Donohue, 908 Fourth Street NW. 

Bridget Leech, 1847 L Street NW. 

Oharles W. Edwards, 491 Missouri Avenue NW. 

Daniel Scanlon, 105 H Street, NW. 

Stoneleigh Court, 1019 Connecticut Avenue NW. 

David Cohen, 118 First Street NW. 

Francis X. Cox, 1618 U Street NW. 

John H. Harris, 15 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

Jeremiah Costello, 521 First Street SW. 

The Portner Apartment House, Fifteenth and U Streets NW. 

Commercial Club, 1634 Eye Street NW. 

Mary Sullivan, 73 Eye Street, SE. 

Daniel Doody, 1312 North Capitol Street. 

Mary E. Frank, 319 G Street NW. 

Elks Club, 919 H Street NW. 

ilichael E. Buckley, 2028 M street NW. 

Hotel Gordon, 916 Sixteenth Street NW. 

Oongress Hall Hotel, 233 New Jersey Avenue SE. 

Harry Winninger, 631 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

John D. Kelliher, 1258 Water Street SW. 
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Washington Saenggrbund (Inc.), 314 C Sfxeet, NW. 

Cairo Apartment House, 1615 Q Street NW. 

Capital Park Hotel, North Capitol and E Streets NW. 

Luke J. Kearney, 1811 L Street NW. 

Charles H. Morris, 2029 K Street NW. 

Hugh J. McGinness, 1001 New York Avenue NW. 

Charles Wolf, 1202 Water Street SW. 

Geoige F. Neitzey, 1106 Water Street SW. 

John J. Madden, 401 Four and a half Street SW. 

Charles C. Leavens, comer New Jersey Avenue and C Street SE. 

Walter Spauls, 2012 K Street NW. 

William J . Boyle, 601 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

Patrick Smyth, 101 D Street SW. 

The Monticello, club, 1301 Fourth Street NW. 

Century Club, 815 Vermont Avenue NW. 

Peter J. Lynagh, 523 Seventh Street SW. 

WHOLESALE LICENSES GRANTED ON NONBUSINESS STBBBTS OB IN BESIDBNTIAL 

SECTIONS FOB THE TEAB BEOINNINa NOVEMBEB 1, 1914. 

Maigaret Hawkins, 1240 Twenty-second Street NW. 

Alexander S. Clarke, 1820 Eighteenth Street NW. 

Christian Schmidt, 713 Maryland Avenue NE. 

Otto Herzog, 1340 New Hampshire Avenue NW. 

Pauline H. Bresnahan, 1252-1254 Twentieth Street NW. 

Benjamin Kotz, 1005 Sixth Street NE. 

Wm. Muehleisen Co. (Inc.), 916 Fifth Street NW. 

Bobert E. Bresnehan, 670 B Street SE. 

Robert E. Smith, 340 Sixth Street SE. 

JuUus Albrecht, 1705 Third Street NE. 

Louis J. Cohen, 1400 Fourth Street NW. 

:Ntogaret Kenny, 314 C Street NE. 

JaoS) Brenner, 2523 M Street NW. 

Agnes C. Brandos, 1527 Twelfth Street NW. 

Bernard Walls, Eleventh Street and Massachusetts Avenue NE. 

Kichard T. Mazinger, 359 M Street SW. 

Henry J. Keough, 343 First Street NE. 

Anna M. Murphy, 1400 Twelfth Street NW. 

George W. Huine, 1018 Eighteenth Street NW. 

John O'Donoghue, 1400 First Street NW. 

Wm. & Maunce Wolf, 2157 K Street NW. 

Patrick Cannon, 1257 Twenty-second Street NW. 

Theodore W. Estler, 1301 C Street SW. 

Otto Ruppert, 1402 Twelfth Street NW. 

The German Brewing Co. (Inc.), 65 I Street SE. 

The Chairman. Have you any comment to make in regard to any 
of these ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, Mr. Chauman, I have this comment to make. 
Some of these places are on blocks where there is 50 per cent or more 
of the foot frontage used for business purposes. Many of them are on 
comers, with the frontage used for business purposes, the side streets 
being wholly residential, and the territory beyond on either side of 
the street being given up almost entirely to homes of the people. 

. The Chairman. As a rule have the people on these residence streets 
protested against these saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In many instances; yes, sir. Many of the cor- 
ners, for instance, on H Street NE., running all the way from Fifteenth 
Street down to North Capitol Street, are occupied by saloons. There 
are some business blocks on H Street NE., mostly small community 
businesses, but on either side of H Street, all the way out, it is built 
up with homes. The side streets are almost invariably — ^in fact I do 
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not know of a single instance in which it is not so — altogether resi- 
dential. 

Senator Jones. I would suggest, Mr. Qiairman, that a personal 
inspection by our committee will clear that up much better than 
anything Mr. Shoemaker can say. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I simply wanted to know whether he had any com- 
ment to give us in connection with the hearings that were held on 
these cases. 

Senator Jones. Oh, y^; that would be all right. 

Senator Thompson. Were these matters shown up on hearings for 
license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; in every instance. We called their 
attention to them. Licenses were granted right next door to homes, 
which had been protested. 

The Chairman. These are aU kinds of saloons, avS I understand, 
wholesale and retail? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; this is a Ust of bars. 

The Chairman. Later on there is a hst of wholesale places there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Have you any comment to make regarding the 
heariQgs that were held on this phase of the question, in residence 
sections ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In residence sections ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. The eastern section of the city is very 
largely residential. H Street NE., and Pennsylvania Avenue SE., 
contain practically the business in the southeastern section excepting 
a Uttle on Eleventh and Eighth Streets, near the Marine Barracks. 
That is, in fact, all of the business in that section of the city except^ 
of course, there is a drug store and maybe a grocery store around 
in that section here and there. Ninety-nine hundredths, I should 
say, of the buildings are homes in that section. The people out 
there felt that the whole section ought to be under the law, and was 
intended to be free from saloons, and they got up a very vigorous 
and numerously signed petition addressed to the excise board, asking 
that for this present license year, at least, that the section be a dry 
section, where no licenses woiud be granted. A hearing was given to 
these protestants, and I do not know how many appeared, but I have 
a great list of those who appeared at that time; their signatures were 
given, and thev made a protest against the granting of licenses; but 
the board paid, no more attention to it than to say that they would 
not grant their request. 

Senator Thompson. Can jou give us the estimated number of 
people who appeared, protesting ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I suppose there were 100. There were thousands, 
I believe, who protested against it on the written petitions or protests. 

Senator Thompson. But several hundred appeared in person ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I will not say many nundred; out I think 

i)Ossibiy 200 appeared. I do not know how many; I do not recol- 
ect; but there was a very large attendance. The board used the 
commissioners^ board room for the purpose of the hearing, and that 
room was about filled. Then the citizens of Anacostia had filed a^ 
separate petition. It is claimed that their petition against a license 
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of any kind there represented, by actual signatures secured, at least 
W^e^fourths of the adults of that place. Anacostia is situate^ 
across the river, and is a community iii itself, a home commuuiiy 
with but two streets that have any business that amount to m^y- 
^ng. The two streets coming together jit (he bridge contain all 
^](e business of Anacostia, and the v^t of it is made up of hornet, 
churches, and schools. They had a hearing ajso, in the Doard rpQDji 
of the District commissioners, and the room was filled at that time 
axkd the board heard them apparently patiently, but that i^ ail it 
i^punted to, unfortunately. • 

Senator Jones. Were there any petition^ preseii ted from person^ 
i^ere asking for the granting of the license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. 1 believe not, Senator. There were two or three 
citizens who appeared in behalf of it, I think. I do not recall any 
petition at all. 

Senator Jones. Two or three citizens; but were there apparently 
attorneys employed by those desiring licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not recall now that anybody appeared at 
it^hat general hearing. There were some few who appeared in a hear- 
ing for other licenses over there. I have got a Uttle mixed on them. 
Attorneys appeared for the appUcants, however. 

The Chairman. There was a saloon that was located in Anacostia. 
Was it located in a business block ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That saloon is on a block where there is sufficient 
business. 

The Chairman. Then what point do you make in regard to that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That the district is residential; that the section 
is residential. 

The Chairman. Under the law the board is not required to take 
the district into consideration, is it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. But merely the residence character of the block? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As I understand it, they are to take the section 
into consideration. If the chairman will read the section, if he has 
not already read it, he will see that that reference is made there. 

The Chairman. Can you put your hand on it. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is section 1, page 2, t think. 

The Chairman. Let me read that section now. It is at the top 
of page 4. It is a part of paragraph 2, and reads as follows: 

Hereafter no Ucense shaU be granted for the establishment or maintenance of a bar- 
room or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed pack- 
H^es and not to be drunk on the premises, in any residence portion of the Listrict 6i 
-Columbia; and it shall be the duty of the excise board to determine in the case of 
«ach application for license whether the location where the barroom is to be located 
is or is not within the business portion of the Listrict, and if not the^license shall be 
denied; and the excise board is hereby authorized and reqiiired to determine in 
each case what is so far devoted to business as to constitute it a business street or 
section: Provided^ That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any 
fdde of any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty per centum of the foot 
frontage, not including saloons or hotels and clubs ha\in^ barroom licenses under 
this section, is used for business purposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at 
wholesale outside of the business district as above provided. 

Senator Thqmpsoj^. You admit, theOi that it corner within thftt 
proviso there ? 

83Q0P— P? «— 1$-— 9 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I admit that there is enough business there; 
that that proviso is all right. I mean that it does come within the 
proviso. 

Senator Jones. The proviso is simply a limitation on the power of 
the excise board in determining what is a business section of the 
District. That is, they are given the broad power, first, to determine 
whether a section or district is a business section or district ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And then, in order still further to limit their power 
relative to a business section, they are absolutely prohibited from 

granting a license unless 50 per cent of the frontage is occupied for 
usiness purposes ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is my view of it, exactly, and the same view 
that I have preferred time and again before the board, that even in a 
business section if there should be a block 

Senator Jones. You mean in a residence section ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I mean this, that under that provision if in a 
business section there should be one side of a block given over to 
homes, then the board would be prohibited from granting a license 
under that proviso. 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

The Chairman. But the intent of the law is that in a district that 
is almost whoUy residential, that is, in a district that is practically 
residential, there shall be no saloons licensed, although a small section 
of the district may be devoted to business ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, and a block here and there — a side of a 
block. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It would be prohioited because the general 
section immediately around is largely residential. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And it provides simply a limitation in a business 
section more particularly. 

Senator Jones. How many saloons are over in the Anacostia 
section ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Only one saloon and one wholesale place. 

Senator Jones. Is the wholesale place among business houses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not remember that definitely. I never 
saw that particular place, Senator. 

Senator Jones. The reason I asked is that I got the impression 
from somebody that there was a saloon license or a wholesale license 

f ranted in Anacostia in a section or a block where it would be pro- 
ibited by that proviso, even. I wanted to know whether I was right 
about that. 

Senator Thompson. That it was not even on a business street? 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I am not sure. I can not answer that question, 
but I wiU find out about it. 

Senator Jones. The chairman covered this awhile ago, but I want 
to ask Mr. Shoemaker about it. Do you know anythmg about the 
placing of saloons within a thousand feet of the Marine Barracks, the 
navy yard, the War College, and so forth ? 

AL:*. Shoemaker. Yes. I have not any idea at all that the board 
has granted any Ucenses within those restricted districts. 



ill 
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Senator Jones. You think there has been no violation of law in 
that way? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir. ■ . \: . 

Senator Jones. That is all right, then, ■ 

TTie Chairman. Here I have a list of saloons that it is claimed 
are operated within 300 feet of an alley or slum. Did the boiU^d 
exceed its authority or violate its authority in granting licenses to 
those saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I think not, Mr. Chairman. The law per- 
mits the board, if they act unanimously, to grant hcenses within 300 
feet of alleys. 

The Chairman. It allows them to do thati 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the law allows the board to grant licenses 
for saloons within 300 feet of aUevs. 

The Chairman. One member, nowever, can prohibit the granting 
of a license for a place within 300 feet of an inhabited alley or slum! 

Mr. Shoemaker. We urged these allevs as a reason against the 
granting of these hcenses if they were within the prescribed limit. 

The Chairman. The board has acted, then, with imanimity as to 
every application that has been made for a Hcense for a saloon withhi 
300 leet of an alley or slum ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have acted with unanimity. 

The Chairman. In every case. That is the reason I say they have 
all acted together on every case since they have been constituted a 
board. Is flie case of Frank HaU an exception ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; the record shows that three of the board 
voted to reject Frank Hall's case. 

The Chairman. I know; but was his case rejected on the ground 
that he was within 300 f eetfcf an alley or slum ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I could not state that. We urged the alley 
against it, and they tried to show that the inhabitants in the alley 
had moved out prior to the rejection of the Ucense. Whether they 
did or not, I do not know. 

The Chairman. I have here a hst of 28 saloons that are claimed to 
be within 300 feet of inhabited alleys. I think you provided me 
with that hst. ; 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. ■ 

The Chairman. Will you identify the hst so that I can insert it in 
the record ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; this is the hst. 

(The hst referred to is as follows :) 

The following barrooms were licensed for the year beginning November 1, 1914> 
within 300 feet of inhabited alleys: 
John P. Sheehan, 701 North Capitol Street. 
Michael Mclraemey, 1226 Seventh Street NW. 
Terence Fo^n, 930 Fourth Street NW. 
Leopold Birkle, 1245 H Street NE. 
Jeremiah O'Connor, 115 Four and a-half Street NW. 
Wm. E. O'Connor, 234 Four and a-half Street SW. 
Micha<^l J. Ly»\ch, 350 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
Wm. Doyle, 1218 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 
Geoiige P. Ilarrigan, 729 Ninth Street SW. 
James O'Connor, 1429 North Caititol S retit. 
George W. Hall, 927 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Wm. Hanlon, 1235 Seventh Street NW. 
Stephen Chacouas, 468 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 
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■• DiiHiel 3. Alman, iM4 Fiourteenth Street BW. 
Patrick J. Neligan, 1908 Fourteenth Street NW, 
John M. Trftnt, 629 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Gregor Kramm, 224 Fourteenth Street SW. 

}[innie E. Costello, 45 H Street NE. 
dhn E. Bonini, 729 North Capitol Street. 
' Kiate H. Welch, 248 Third Slr^et SW. 
^aurice Geney, 615 Seventh Street SW. 
Patrick J. Bligh, 235 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Patrick J. Daly, 626 Four-and-a-half Street SW. 
Francis J. Stanton, 1205 Wisconsin Avenue. 
. Michael T. Greene, 639 D Street SW. 
Wm. J. O'Leary. 733 North Cajntol Street. 
Wm. T. Babbington, 34 H Street NE. 
Thomas Cannon, 1358 H Street NE. 

The Chairman. It is a fact, then, is it, that no one member of the 
board has taken it upon himself to object to giving license to a saloon 
upon the ground that it is within 300 feet of an afley or slum ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can answer that by saying that all the licenses 
that they have granted were by unanimous vote of the board. 

The CSaAiRMAN. Any one member of the board could have stopped 
a license to any one oi these saloons here that was within 300 feet of 
an alley or slum on the ground that it was within 300 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is true. 

The Chairman. But it is evident that no member of the board has 
taken advantage of that objection to decline a license? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, now, I will not say that the board h£^ 
not^that some member of the board has not — objected to the grant- 
ing of licenses on the ground of proximity to alleys. I rather think 
they have in some instances where the alleys have operated to pre- 
vent the granting of licenses. ^^ 

Senator Thompson. He is asking you aDont this list. 

The Chairman. I am asking about this particular list, which is a 
list of places within 300 feet of an alley. If any member of the board 
had objected on that ground, they could not have gotten licenses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; they could not have gotten licenses; except 
I want to say this about that list. After our lists were filed, before 
hearings, calling attention to the alleys in close proximity to saloons, 
there were some changes in some of these slum alleys. For instance, 
there may have been lour or five families or three families in an alley, 
and the nouses were bought up or leased by the licensee and the 
inhabitants were moved out, whether temporarily or permanently 
we do not know, and at the hearing, when the police report was read, 
it was shown there was an alley within 300 feet, with so many inhabi- 
tants iti it, and when our evidence was oflfered that there was an alley 
there within so many feet, and so many people living in it, or so many 
homes in it, then the other side would get up and say '^ There is nobody 
in that alley at all.'' ^^When did they get out?'^ ^'They went out 
last week." 

The Chairman. That was after you had filed your objections? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. And before the board passed upon this matter? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and at the heyings. So that that list, Mr. 
Chairman, may contain some alleys where there is nobody living at 
the present time. I will not say about that, but I wanted to put 
that in, so as to be fair about it. 
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The Chairman. What are some of the more notorious aUey&r iJB^ 
have saloons within 300 feet of them ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Jackson Alley, down at G and H Streets n^ct 
Jf orth Capitol Street. 

The Chairman. Do you know what saloon, if any, are Ipc^^d 
within 300 feet of Jackson Alley ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I can tell you. Bonini's saloon is one. 

The Chairman. That is No. 729 N^orth Capitol Street ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and there are two others on that same ^4o 
of the block on North Capitol Street. 

The Chairman. Did you object to licenses for these places on 
account of the notorious character of Jackson Alley ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We did; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you present evidence showing the disreput^*^^) 
nature of the alley ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The police report showed that it was inhabit^^d- 
by the lower class of colored people. 

The CHAiRiiAN. What did it show took place in that alley ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I went and asked the board to examine \b^ 
alley. 

llie Chairman. Do you know what developed in regard tp ^e^ 
alley further? 

' Mr, Shoemaker. Nothing further about it. It was simply of i^^t 
character. 

The Chairman. Were there any dives or disreputable places in the 
allev? 

Mr. wShoemaker. It is a place that causes the police a good deal of 
trouble. It has several entrances to it. It comes out on H Street and 
on North Capitol Street, and also comes out on G Street, and it h^ 
been regarded as one of the worst alleys in town. 

Senator Jones. Do you know how many people live in it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I can not recall, Senator, but it is one of the 
largest alleys in the city. 

Senator Jones. Several hundred people ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I should say several hundred. 

Senator Jones. How many saloons are within 300 feet of that 
alley? 

Mr» Shoemaker. I should say 8 or 10. 

Senator Jones. Ei^ht or ten saloons? 

Mr. vShoemaker. Yes. 

Senator eJoNES. What is your idea in reference to the action of the 
board in granting those licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. My own judgment is, and I urged it before the 
board, that the character of that alley was such that the discretion 
given to them under the law should be exercised and those licen^e^ 
refused. Some of them ar»* right at the mouth of the alley. 

Senator Jones. The saloons were apparently put -there for the 
purpose of getting the alley trade ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; especially those around on H Street and on 
O Street. 

The Chairman. What do you know about Wileys Court NE. ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Wileys Court has a bad pohce reputation. It is 
located on H Street, between Twelfth and Thirteenth Streets. I 
have been in that alley and it is occupied almost entirely, in fact 
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entirely, by colored people, and my attention has been called a num- 
ber of times to fights and brawls and carousing and drinking there. 
' The Chairman. How many saloons are there within 300 feet of 
Wileys Court ? Just answer m a general way. 

• Mr. Shoemaker. I think there are three. There are two or three. 
The Chairman. Have you the names of the licensees at hand? 
Mr. Shoemaker. Leopold Birkle is one. 

The Chairman. At 1245 H Street NE. ? 
^ Mr. Shoemaker. At 1245 H Street NE. I measured that distance. 
The Chairman. Yes. 

• Mr. Shoemaker. And I think Patrick Gannon's saloon is one of 
them there in the square above, on H Street. 

The Chairman. I do not see that. That will be sufficient for pres- 
ent purposes. Those and one or two others, you say ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have it all in this book. With just a little time 
I can look it ug. 

The Chairman. It is sufficient for you to say that that and one or 
two others are within 300 feet of that court. What do you know 
about Snows Coint ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Snows Court is familiar to me only by reputation. 
I do not recall ever having been in Snows Court. 

Senator Thompson. Where is that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is northwest, around the gas house section, I 
believe. 

The Chairman. Are there some saloons within 300 feet of that 
court? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I imderstand there are some. 

• The Chairman. You might give us the name of one, if you can 
find it. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I should Hke to ask permission to put this in 
evidence. 
> The Chairman. Verv well; put it in the record when you find it. 

Senator Jones. If there are any alleys within 300 leet of which 
there should not be saloons, are they not these to which the chairman 
has called your attention ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, but there are some more. 

Senator Jones. Yes; but these have the worst reputation of any 
alleys in the city, have they not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And if there is any discretion vested in the board 
which could have been exercised, it should have been exercised in 
connection with these places ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there are some alleys in the southwest. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any instance where the board has 
refused a license on the ground that a saloon was within 300 feet of a 
slum or alley ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, I do not, because the board never 
gave their reasons why they rejected an application, and generally 
when there was an alley -in any case, there were other things that 
operated against it, and in no instance can I recall where the board 
said in so many words that they refused the license because of the 
close proximity to an alley. 

The Chairman. Is there anything anywhere requiring the board 
to license the full number of 300 saloons in the District of Columbia t 
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Mr, Shoemaker. Absolutely nothing in the law; but the liquor 
men have contended continuously that the law meant that there 
must be 300, and the statement made from time to time; and espe- 
cially when the transfers were made the last license year, statements 
Were dropped from time to time to the eflfiBct.that the intention of the 
Ikw was that there should be 300 saloons. 

The Chairman. I want to insert here the exact language of the law. 
Do you know about where it is ? 

Senator Jones. It is part of paragraph 2, on page 4, and reads: 

In the issuing of licenses for barrooms it shall be the duty of the excise board to 
adopt such a polic:' as will reduce the number of barrooms, including those in hotels 
and clubs, to not exceeding three hundred by November first, nineteen hundred and 
fourteen. 

The Chairman. So that there is no prohibition there against their 
reducing the number of licenses down to 50, or to 1 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely nothing, and I had occasion to urge 
that upon them many times — that the law provides that there should 
not be more than 300, but under that there may be just as few as 
they choose to make it. 

, ' Senator Thompson. Did the board ever make any expression 
regarding that feature when it was being presented ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; except that tney took that provision to 
mean that there must be 300 Hcenses. 

Senator Jones. Did you ever ask them to call on the corporation 
counsel for an opinion with regard to the meaning of that language ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I never did, in that particular matter. 

"Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not they ever did call on 
him for any opinion ? 

. Mr. Shoemaker. I have no information about it, but I am quite 
sure thev did not. 

The (jH AIRMAN. What do you say regarding the contention that 
if a saloon is improperly authorized it can be discontinued by the 
proper legal proceeding ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. My opinion is that it can be. 

The Chairman. Then why is it that these saloons that are not 
properly authorized have not been proceeded against in the courts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I will state, Mr. Chairman, that immediately 
after these Ucenses were granted against which we had these legal 
objections, we took steps to bring prosecutions. We knew that if we 
brought them ourselves or through citizens directly, these cases 
would finally go to the Court of Appeals and there would be a long, 
tedious proceeding, and feeUng that we had the sympathy of some 
of the District officials, we went to them and asked that they, the 
District, brinff the prosecutions, and the corporation counsel agreed 
to do it and directed one of his assistants to proceed with the prose- 
cutions of all these saloons against which there are legal objections, 
on the ground of their being too close to churches or schools, being 
within a residence district, being four on one side of a block, and any 
other case where a license was granted contrary to law. That was 
quite a while ago now, and since that time we have been trying to 
get those cases tried, and are ready to cooperate at any time and lur- 
nish all the information, and as far as we have gotten was to get the 
corporation counsel's office, through the commissioners, to instruct 
the District surveyor to make measurements; and when your own 
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i^que^t, Mr. Chainiia;n, tkitt^ to thfe District surveyor, he had fiJ]*6l^dv 
tiftder consideration making these measurements. There Was a6itid 
difference of opinion between his office and the corporation couns^rii 
6Mce as to how they should be made, and that was holding him utt, 
Hob excusiB given by the attorney having these matters in charge is^ 
that he hasT)een so busy with other cases in court that he ha^ B«ol 
had time to take them up. 

The Chairman. You say you felt that if you undertook it indi- 
vidually 6t as an organization it would be long drawn out and expen- 
sive ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It would be aft expensive procedure, and W0 
t^ant to bring a number of cases, and we felt there was no reason 
why the District, if licenses were illegally granted, should not tifl^t 
ih^fiA out in the court. 

Senator Jones. Ybu cdtdd ilot bring criminal cases, anyhiiW, 
6ould you ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; but citizens could go and swear out inJFot- 
fiiations under the law, and the corporation counsel would have ^ 
accept them. 

Senator Jones. Why have j^ou not done that in reference to some 
of these licenses granted in residence sections ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well we felt that we did not want to do it with- 
out we had the cooperation and sympathy of the prosecuting author- 
ities. In the crush of business ift the police court they would nqt 
be fairly handled, and we felt that it would be better to have tfefe 
attorney that had been assigned to these cases give his time to it. 
We had confidence in him that he would do it right, preferring him 
to some others. 

Senator Jones. Do you hold that under the law a licensee in a 
iresidence district is free from prosecution because he has a licenl^'t 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. 

Senator Jones. You hold that under the law, notwithstanding hfe 
has a license, he can be prosecuted for selling liquor illegally ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. If the license is granted in violation oi law it is 
null and void, and no license at aU. 

Senator Jones. There are some of these cases, apparently, s6 
clear that a prosecutor would have very little to do in establishing 
his case if complaints were made; is not that true? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is simply a question of law, as we understand 
it, Senator. 

Senator Jones. Did you think that the law officers of the District 
would not be in favor of pressing the correct construction of the law t 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, no, I would not say that; but the young 
man who prosecutes in the police court has a very busy Ufe of it 
there, and when I first took the matter up with him he preferred to 
talk to the corporation counsel himself about it, and I was to meet 
him there with the corporation counsel, and when I arrived at the 
corporation counsers office he had been there and gone. I under- 
stood that he had told the corporation counsel that ne did not car6 
to handle the cases. 

Senator Jones. He told you that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is what I gathered from the corporation 
counsel himself. 



SXtltSa^ BOABt^ 09 ITHB DI&TiaCi: OF COLUMBIA. 101 

$6hatot JoNifis. Then why did not you and the corporation coimsel 
takd it up i 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Then I took it up with the corporation counsel, 
iudd he called Itnother assistant iU; and in my presence directed him 
to take these cases into court, and take them to the court of appeab 
if necessary. 

Senator Jones. Well, what was done ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing has been done except to ask the sur- 
yeyor to make the measurements in the case of churches and schook. 

Senator Jones. Have you made any complaint to them about these 
licenses in residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. There is no measurement required there ? What 
have they done ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. They have done nothing about it. I have taken 
up with them all these legal objections to granting these licenses, 
with the view to prosecutions. 

Scaiator Joncs. When do you expect that that office down there 
will have time to take these things up ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Well, every weak it is next week. I have not seen 
thiam this week. 

' Senator JoneS. How long is it since they commenced saying tdi«it 
it would be next week ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, it has been two months. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I want to read into the record para- 
graph 12 of this law. It is as follows: 

Par. 12. That any person, compan , copartnership, corporation club, or associa- 
laon manufacturing, exiling, offering for sale, keeping for sale, trafn eking in, barter- 
ing, exchanging for goods, or otherwise furnishing an intoxicating liquors in the 
District of Columbia, without first having obtained a license as herein provided, or 
shall manufactiu'e, sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, exchange for 
goods, or give awa intoxicating liquors in an part, section, or district of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia wherein the same is prohibited b; law, upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined not less than $250 nor more than $800, and in default in the payment 
of such fine be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse for not less than tw«i months 
nor more than six months; and upon ever subsequent conviction for such offense 
shall, in addition to the penalt / named, to wit, a fine of not less than $250 nor more 
than $800, be imprisoned in the workhouse of the District of Columbia not less than 
ibxee months nor more than one ; ear. 

Under that section one or two prosecutions would stop these sales 
in residence districts. I think that they would not have to do any- 
thing more than make one or two prosecutions in order to stop them. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to say that it is a very difficult matter to 
get convictions in the police court in the District, due partly to the 
system of the two courts — the United States court and the District 
court. The jurors are hard to get hold of. The District has a hard 
time to get tne use of the jurors. The defendants demand jury trials 
in all these cases, and it is not an easy matter to get convictions. I 
am not especially hopeful about it. 

The Chairman. Speaking of saloons in residence districts, is it not 
a fact that the board has deliberately held that Congress did not intend 
this provision to apply to hotels and clubs in the residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Tne board has adopted a rule to that effect. 

The Chairman. So that, although the plain letter of the law is that 
no saloon shall be established in a residence district, without regard to 
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whether it is in a club or a hotel or in a private house, the board holds 
that clubs and hotels may have Ucensed bars in residence districts t 

Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely. 

The Chairman. I have here a Ust of clubs that are running saloons 
in residence districts, which is as follows: 

1. Army and Navy, 1627 I Street NW. 

2. Commercial, 1634 I Street NW. 

3. Century, 815 Vermont Avenue NW. 

4. Cosftios, 1520 H Street NW. 
. 6. Eagle, 601 E Street NW. 

. 6. Elks, 919 H Street NW. ^ 

7. Jolly Fat Men's, 933 D Street NW. 

8. Metropolitan, 1700 H Street NW. 

9. Monticello, 1301 Fourth Street NW. 

10. National Press, 1420 G Street NW. 

11. University, 900 Fifteenth Street NW. 
. 12. Washington Saengerbund, 314 C Street NW 

. I will ask you if that list is correct ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, they are all subject to pun- 
ishment under this section just quoted by Senator Jones? 

Mr. Shoemaker, That is my opinion. 

Senator Thompson. Has that matter ever been brought to the 
attention of the board, of the granting of hcenses to clubs in residence 
sections ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we opposed them in the same way. 

The Chairman. You resisted the granting of those hcenses on 4he , 

ground that they were in residence (ustricts ? « 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And also you resisted the granting of licenses to I 

some hotels on the ground that they were in residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker, i es. 

The Chairman. What were those? Is the BeUevue one of them? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is the Cairo another? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Cairo is another. 

The Chairman. Is the Powhatan another? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; I think not. 

The Chairman. Do you recall if the Gordon is another — the Cror- 
don, on Sixteenth and H Streets ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. How about the Grafton? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Grafton; yes. 

The Chairman. The Grafton is in a residence district? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think so. 

The Chairman. Is the Varnum another? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I think the Varnum is in a nonbusiness sec- 
tion. 

The Chairman. Is the Congress Hall Hotel another ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did the board ever express a view with reference 
to these residence sections that the chairman has just called your 
attention to, and these hcenses in those sections ? j 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we have talked about that on more than i 

one occasion. ^ 
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' The Chairman. As to both hotels and clubs? 

Y Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; hotels and clubs. 

s The Chairman. To the granting of all of those licenses you ob- 
jected, and against them you protested ? 

• Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we protested. In every instance, as I re- 
call it, we made it a business to do that. 

Senator Jones. What reasons did they give ? 
3 Mr. Shoemaker. That Congress never mtended to deny licenses; 
to hotels and clubs; that it was an oversight on the part of Congress,, 
and that they would supply the omission. 

Senator Jones. Oh, that they would legislate ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. A sort of an annex to Congress ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

(At 1.05 o'clock p. m. the committee took a recess until 3 o'clock 
p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The special committee met, pursuant to the taking of the recess, at 
3 o'clock p. m. 
/Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Jones. 

TESTIMOinr OF ALBEBT E. SHOEMAKEB— Besumed. 

I Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I had better touch on 
those rules. 

: The Chairman. Do you mean the changes in the law? 
vMr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

m 

V The Chairman. I beUeve a letter that you wrote on the subject was 
read on yesterday by Mr. Wilson. 

- Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you wish to comment on that letter, or have 

irpu other variations from the rules besides those mentioned in the 
etter to comment on ? 

Mr. vShoemaker. There are one or two others, I think. 
' The Chairman. Here is that letter, for your guidance^ in the record 
of yesterday. I will ask you to just discuss those changes in your 
own way, 

- Mr. Shoemaker. The first one we objected to was the one in ref- 
erence to the granting of licenses for barrooms to be located in hotels 
with less than 50 bedrooms. That rule has permitted the excise board 
to grant licenses to a number of hotels with less than 50 bedrooms. 

Senator Jones. What is the rule ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The rule is that no hcense shall be issued to a 
hotel, as such, having less than 50 bedrooms for guests. The words 
*'as such" are supplied by the board. 
. Senator Jones. What is their signifi cance ? 

. Mr. Wilson. The significance of those words is that a barroom 
license is issued to a hotel of less than 50 room^, which gives it all 
the privileges of a barroom in a hotel with more than 50 rooms, 
with the possible exception of serving liquors in the bedroom s, and 
we feel that that change in the law, or attempted change in the 
law, by the excise board, has operated to defeat a ver y important 
feature of the act. 
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Senator Jones. Can you give any instances where licenses hs&e 
been granted under that provision, that you contend are reatly 
granted contrary to law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there are several hotels. I preseinte^ # 
list the other day. I do not know whether the chairman kaa it or not. 

The Chairman. Here it is. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I understand that George J. Bossier is runiallL|g 
a hotel at 922 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.., and that J. H. De Atley is 
maintaining a hotel at 1222 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

Senator Jones. Do you know the names of those hot^ ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The De Atley Hotel and Bessler's. 

Senator Thompson. They are known by those names, are they.t 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What kind of a license have they '} 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have restaurant licenses. 

Senator Jones. Restaiu*ant licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they are designated by the board as 
restaurants. 

Senator Jones. And they run their places as hoteb 1 

Mr. Shoemaker. But they are actually hotels, and I shoidd lik^ ten 
have the privilege of putting in the record in connection with this, 
the fact tnat these licensees have hotel licenses from the District 
authorities. 

Then there is the Harvey Co., incorporated. 

Senator Thompson. Is a restaurant license the same as a salMn 
license ? Is it a hcense to seU liquor ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; imder our law restaurants have the privilege 
of seUing Uquor to women, and the law further provides that they 
may not maintam restaurants and have barroom Ucenses exo^t 
the board designate them as restaurants. 

Senator Thompson. For instance, take Geyer's, where there is 
both a saloon and a restaurant. What kind of a license have they 
there? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is a restaurant having a barroom Ucenseu 

Senator Thompson. There is no difference in the charge ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is no difference. The hcense fee is the 
same. 

Senator Thompson. And that is the same kind of license that is 
issued to each of these hotels, is it; as restaurants having barroom 
licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A restaurant having a barroom hcense. Wo 
have the two classes of licenses only — barroom and wholesale. 

Senator Thompson. These hotels have less than 50 rooms? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Less than 50 bedrooms. 

Senator Jones. I want to call the Senator^s attention to the faot 
that there is an express prohibition against issuing a license to a hotel 
with less than 50 rooms, but they frequently get around that by 
issuing a restaurant license, and they put in the rule the language, as 
Mr. Shoemaker mentioned a moment ago, hotels ''as such/' 

Mr. Shoemaker. Charles Mades's place, 300 Pennsylvania Avch 
nue NW., is licensed as a restaurant. Henry M. Marks's, 1000 E 
Street NW., has a license for a restaurant. John M. Perrard, 513 
Thirteenth Street NW., has a license for a restaurant. 
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Boaator JoNBS. That », you tnean they have barroom UcenBes as 
f#«tail9?a3^ts I 
\ Jfr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. They can run a barroom and hare a restaurant 
in connection with it; is that it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. And they run as hotels as well. 
x'S^ftator Thompson. When you say ** restaurant license," that 
means that they can have a barroom and then serve to a restaurant 
6n the side ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. But the objection you make is that they are 
serving in the hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A hotel with less than 50 rooms. The law pro* 
hibits a hotel with less than 50 rooms from having a barroom license 
at all. 

Senator Thompson. Whon it comes to determining the number of 
saloons you have on a street, do they count those restaurant licenses 
or not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think they do. They count them as making 
up the number, but hotels are not counted. 

Senator Thompson. But hotels are not counted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir. In other words, the hotel has nothing 
to do with the number on a street. 

Senator Thompson. That is a provision of the law itself, is it not^ 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Joseph Schladt has a barroom at No. 1238 
Wisconsin Avenue. He is designated as having a restaurant, and 
he maintains a hotel with less than 50 bedrooms. 

The Chairman. Are there any more ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Gustave Buchholz has a license for a hotel at 
No. 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. That is designated by the 
excise board as a restaurant, and it has a barroom license. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not he has a hotel license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I am quite siu*e he has. I have not exam- 
ined the records, but it is known as the Occidental Hotel. There 
•are probably some others, similar, which have hotel licenses and are 
designated as restaurants and are granted barroom licenses, but I am 
unable to designate them at this time. 

The Chairman. How many are there with less than 50 bedrooms 
that have barroom licenses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Eight, I think. 

The Chairman. Does that Ust include the Occidental Hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Not by name ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is Ucensed in the name of Gustave Buchholz, 
1411 Pennsylvaina Avenue, and is known as the Occidental Hotel. 
I also, Mr. Chairman, might give the hotels that were licensed as 
hotels during the last year ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And also those places that are licensed as clubs. 
They are here. 

The Chairman. I called those out this morning. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I know that you called the clubd, but not the 
betels. 
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The CiiAiBHAN. No, not the hotels. Please give a list of the hotels 
in Washington that have barroom licenses, ^miich have more than 
50 bedrooms ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. The Bellevue, at Fifteenth and H Streets NW. 

The Commercial Hotel, 640 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

The Charles Hotel, 486 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

The Columbia Hotel Co.; that is the Raleigh Hotel, licensed by 
the Columbia Hotel Co. : 

The Cochran, at Fourteenth and K Streets NW. 

Congress Hatt Hotel, 253 New Jersev Avenue SE. 

The Cairo Apartment House, 1615 Q Street NW. 

The Capitol rark Hotel, North Capitol Street east. 

The Continental Hotel. 

The Piedmont, 491 Missouri Avenue NW. 

The Ebbitt House, Fourteenth and F Streets NW. 

The Grafton, 1139 Connecticut Avenue NW. 

The Grand Hotel, 1426 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

The Gordon Hotel, 918 Sixteenth Street NW. ', 

The hotel at 432 Eleventh Street NW. (I do not know what the 
name of it is), licensed by the Harrington Hotel Co. 

The Harris Hotel, 15 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

The National Hotel, Pennsylvania Avenue and Sixth Street NW, 

The Powhatan Hotel, Pennsylvania Avenue and Eighteenth 
Street NW. 

The St. James Hotel, Pennsylvania Avenue and Sixth Street NW. 

The Metropohtan Hotel, Pennsylvania Avenue and Sixth Street 
NW. 

The Shoreham Hotel, Fifteenth and H Streets NW. 

The Sterling Hotel. 

The Summit Hotel, 1249 Seventh Street NW. 

The Tremont Hotel, 304 Second Street NW. 

The Hotel Tyson, 1503 Seventh Street NW. 

The Vendome Hotel, 301 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

The Varnum Hotel, New Jersey Avenue and C Streets SE. 

The New Willard Hotel, Fourteenth and Pennsylvania Avenue NW* 

The Chairman. I beheve it has been brought up there are a num- 
ber of these hotels with barroom licenses in residence districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What have you to say with reference to the bar- 
room in the Grand Hotel ? 

Senator Thompson. There are more than 50 rooms in the Grand 
Hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that is a large one. A little more than 
two years ago Edward J. Gardner was the proprietor of the Grand 
Hotel, located at the comer of Fifteenth and Pennsvlvania Avenue. 
He had a barroom in connection with his hotel, and. he maintained 
a beer garden in connection with the bar, in the basement. This 
beer garden was frequented by many women, and about that time 
he was arrested, charged with selUng or furnishing Uquor to a young 
girl, a minor. He was convicted in the poUce court of dispensing 
uquor, but not seUing it. There were two counts, one charging him 
with seUing and the other with dispensing. Under the law at that 
time his conviction for selUng or dispensing to a minor carried with 
it the penalty of revocation of license. He was convicted of dis- 
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pensing liquor, and the police court judge held that did not carry 
with it the penalty of revocation of his ficense. The case was car- 
ried to the court of appeals, and the court of appeals reversed the 
lower court and held tnat the purpose of the law was to prevent 
minors from getting Uguor, It aid not make any difference whether 
it was dispensed or sold, and upon that ruling tne excise board wad 
required to revoke the license, and the license was revoked. That 
was the old board, though, under the old law. 

The Chairman. Do you remember the date of that revocation ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I ^o not. Senator. I intended to look that up, 
but have not done it. 

The Chairman. At any rate, it was before the present board wenfe 
into office ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was before the present board came into office^ 
and before this present law went into effect. Mr. Gardner immedi- 
ately — or shortly after that — formed a corporation and applied for a 
license for the Grand Hotel. He appeared as the manager and treas- 
urer of the corporation, and had a majority of the stock, which gave 
him control. The license was granted to him, the board stating at 
that time that under the law they could not deny the Ucense; that a 
hotel should always have a license; that it had a right under the law 
to a license. That provision was in the old law. 

The Chairman. This was stiU the old board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the old board. When the new board came 
in, the Grand Hotel Co. was cited to show cause why their license 
should not be refused for the year beginning November 1, 1913. 

The Chairman. Cited by whom ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. By the new excise board, of which Mr. Sheehy 
was chairman. 

The Chairman. On whose motion; on the motion of the board 
itself ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think there was objection made, some protest 
or police report or something was filed against it, and I think the 
board issued a rule to show cause, and we had an extensive hearing at 
that time. The testimony showed the character of the place, and 
we urged that the license should be refused, and we cited tne history 
of the whole case, and contended that under the new law a hotel 
could be deprived of a license just as any ordinary barroom could be. 
The board, nowever, granted a license to the Grand Hotel for the year 
beginning November 1, 1913. 

Senator Thompson. This same man Gardner was at the head of it? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. This same man Gardner is the manager and 
treasurer. 

The Chairman. And the proprietor of the hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The proprietor of the hotel. 

The Chairman. The same Gardner, I imderstand, is a lessee of the 
United States Government? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the property is owned by the United 
States Government and is leased or rented by the month. 

The Chairman. To Mr. Gardner ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. To Mr. Gardner — or to the Grand Hotel Co., I 
suppose, now. The company made appUcation for renewal of 
license for the year beginning November 1, 1914^ and upon that 
application the police made an adverse report. This report is made 
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by Capt. J. L. Sprinkle, then acting captain of the fir^t precinct, i» 
Which this place is located. 

The Chairman. At whose instance did the poiice make a report 
on this case ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. At the instance of the excise bo^d. The excise 
board referred all cases to the pohce for report. 

The Chairman. That is, all renewal cases? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; all renewal cases. 

The Chairman. Do they refer to the police original applications for 
license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. There is a special blank used. I think 
the blank you have is printed by the pohce department; and these 
blanks are filled out by the captain of pohce. They answer various 

?uestions in regard to the condnct of the place, and the location, etc. 
think I had better say, however, that this new blank was provided 
by the present excise board. The report I have here. 
Senator Thompson. What is the date of this report ? 
Mr. Shoemaker: August 23, 1914. The report says: 

The manager, Edward L. Gardner, conducts a garden in the basement of this hotel 
where they nave music and singing. Dancing allowed on the platform set aside foar 
that purpose. This is a resort for streetwalkers and women of questionable character, 
and as a result is a meeting place for men and women. In my opinion these condi- 
tions are objectionable in connection with a bar, and should be eliminated. ', 

J. L. Sprinkle, 
Ai ting Captain^ First Precirid^ 

This report was called to the attention of the board at the hearing 
upon the apphcation for renewal, and the pohce, who knew of the 
conditions at the hotel, or some of them at least, were before the 
board at our request, and testified as to it, substantiating quite fully 
the report of the captain. Prior to the granting of the hcense I had 
called the attention of the Secretary of the Treasury to thi? report, 
and then inclosed him a copy of it. They kindly acknowledged it 
and suggested that the matter be presentea to the excise board, and 
that the board would handle it. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman, in reference to the Grand Hotel, 
unless there is something else you wish to ask. 

The Chairman. They renewed the heense of the Grand Hotel in 
Bpite of this report on the part of the pohce, did they? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They renewed the hcense of the Grand Hotel, 
and the Grand Hotel is licensed at this time. 

The Chairman. And it is situated on property owned by the 
United States? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Owned by the United States Government. 

The Chairman. Do you know whether these immoral practices 
still exist? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no personal knowledge of it, Mr. Chair- 
man, except that there are two cases pending against the manage- 
ment in the pohce court, in which they are charged with making 
sales to minors; and I have information that the conditions that 
have been are still prevailing; but I do not know that of my own 
knowledge, and I guess I had better not speak about that. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any similar conditions in any 
other hotel ? 
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Mr. Shomaker. The Marks Hotel at Tenth and E Streets, I am 
informed by the police, is a very objectionable house. 

The Chairman. What police-officer told you that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Lieut. Catts, the head of the vice squad, and 
Detective W. E. Howes, his assistant. I was present with them one 
evening at the hotel, and looked over the dining rpom. 

The Chairman. This is a hotel with less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes ; it is one of the hotels with less than 60 rooms. 
l*he vice squad say that it is one of the worst places in Washington. 

The Chairman. You say you went into the hotel with some of 
these officers ? 

Mr. &fOEMAKER. Yes; with members of the vice squad. 

The Chairman. Did you see anything out of the ordinary when yoti 
were in there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I saw nothing out of the ordinary at that time, 
except men and women drinking together, and the officers pointed 
out to me some whom they knew to be women of bad character, and 
one women they told me they had taken out of a house which was 
Raided under the Kenyon law a week or so previous. 

The Chairman. About when was this ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, it has been two months ago, I should say. 
While I am on that, I might say we went also, on the same night, into 
the Grand Hotel, when I saw a large number of young people, men 
and women, girls and boys — I will not say they were under age, but 
they were young — ^sitting and drinking^ in that place. I also went to 
the Philadelphia House, located on Pennsylvania Avenue between 
Third and Four-and-a-half Streets, on the south side. That- is a 
place run for colored people solely, and I found that the dining room, 
so called, in the rear of the bar, and elevated above the bar, was 
packed with young men and women almost like sardines in a box. 

Senator Thompson. Colored ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. All colored. 

The Chairman. You say the room above the bar ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is a room that is back of the bar, and it is 
elevated above the barroom. You have to go up several little steps 
to get to it. 

The Chairman. Is the Philadelphia House supposed to be a hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; I do not know whether they run that as 
a hotel or not, but it is designated as a restaurant by the excise board. 

The Chairman. Are there rooms these? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They have rooms upstairs, but I have not any 
knowledge whether they are used as hotel rooms or not. I know 1 
was upstairs and saw some of the patrons in the rooms. 

The Chairman. Men and women? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there were men and women. 

The Chairman. Were there any beds in those rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I did not see any beds in those rooms. I saw 
two rooms near the front. I did not notice any beds. They were 

Cb walking around as if it was a kind of reception room of some 
d. 

The Chairman. Did you not have occasion to visit the Philadel- 
phia House once before ? 
Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

83005— PT 2—15 1 
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The Chairman. With members of the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes: I did. 

The Chairman. Describe that visit and give the date of it. 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the Saturday night just previous to the 
granting of the renewals for the year 1914, I was in company with 
two members of the excise board and Mr. Harvey — Hugh F. Har- 
vey — and among the 75 places we visited was the Philadelphia 
House. Just about 10 minutes of 12 o'clock, when we were finishing 
the trip, I suggested as we were passing the place that we should 
visit it, the members agreed, and we went over and walked into the 
bar and found it fairly well filled with men, lined up all around the 
wall and at the bar. Mr. Bride and I walked rapidly through the 
bar and to the rear, up two or three steps, and into the dining room 
which I have already referred to. That night it was packed, just as it 
was the second night I saw it. They were serving hquors to women 
without meals or food of any kind, in violation of law. A man and a 
woman who started at the other end of the hall, which was about as 
wide as this room, marched — wormed their way — through the 
crowd, singing, with the piano playing, '^This is the Life.'' The 
waiters could hardly get in to serve, but they did worm their way 
in somehow. Gen. Smith, the chairman of the board, came up just 
after we did, but we could not get in the room, we just could get to the 
door so that we could look in, and the chairman said after a moment 
or two, '^I guess we have seen enough of this. Let us get out." 
So we went out, and as we were going out the chairman said to me, 
significantly as I thought, *'Mr. Shoemaker, we have got to hand it 
to you on this case.'' 

Senator Jones. What did you understand by that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I imderstood that the board had seen it, and that 
what it had seen had satisfied the board that no license should be 
granted further to that place. I was surprised, when the list of 
grants was given out, that the Philadelphia House was one among 
the number. 

"The Chairman. Did they attempt to give any excuse for licensing 
that place? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No excuse. They generally give no reason for 
their action. 

Senator Thompson. There was no hearing of that case of the 
renewal ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We had had the hearing on it. 

The Chairman. When they appUed for the renewal was there a 
hearing on the renewal ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; we had a hearing on it. 

The Chairman. And in that hearing you set out what had hap- 
pended theretofore? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; we did not to that extent, because I did not 
have knowledge of it. 

Senator Thompson. I mean, was there no further hearing as to that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; no further hearing. That was just a week 
before the granting of the license. 

The Chairman. Did you appear at this hearing of November 151 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; but that was the hearing just before we 
visited it. 
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Senator Jones. You visited it just before the present license was 
granted that it is acting under? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; in the latter part of October, 1914. 

The Chairman. When you visited it in the latter part of October, 
1914, did you see any women drinking without meals? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that is the time I referred to. 

Senator Jones. That is the time he is referring to. 

The Chairman. I thought he was describing the first time it was 
licensed ? 

Senator Jones. No. 

The Chairman. He made two visits. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; but the second one was the visit 1 made 
with the vice squad, since the Ucense has been panted. 

The Chairman, Have you asked for a revocation of that license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have not. There is no power of the board to 
revoke a Uc^ise. 

The Chairman. Has the board no power to revoke ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No power except upon conviction. 

Senator Jones. Upon proof of violation of the law? 

Mr. Shoemaker, i es ; upon conviction in the poUce court. 

The Chairman. Does the law require conviction in the pohce court 
before the board can revoke^ a hcense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it requires revocation upon two convictions, 
and the board may revoke upon one conviction. 

The Chairman. Have, there been any convictions in the police 
court of saloons for violating the excise law since November ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know of any. I want to take this occa- 
sion, Mr. Chairman, to say something further in that connection, and 
somewhat in response to what Senator* Jones said this morning in 
reference to the prosecutions in the police court. My attention has 
been called recently to cases that have been pending in the police 
court for months. For instance, one captain of police has recentlv 
called mv attention to a case made in his precinct that has been pend- 
ing in tne pohce court since last eJuly. It was made last July and 
has not reached prosecution jet. I had a letter the other day from 
a lady who caUed my attention to a charge pending in the police 
court against a hotel for selling to a minor, a girl. That case has 
been pending for months. There are other cases that have been long 
pending in the pohce court without trial, and how soon they will be 
tried no one knows. 

Senator Jones. I think right there it would be well to insert in the 
hearings paragraph 18, making it the dutv of the corporation counsel 
to prosecute upon complaint. It is as follows: 

Par. 18. That prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this section shall be 
on information filed in tlie police court by the corporation counsel of the District of 
Columbia or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him, and said corporation 
counsel or his assistants shall file such information upon the presentation to him or 
his assistants of sworn information that the law has been violated; and such corpora- 
tion counsel and his assistants shall have power tc administer oaths to such informant 
or informants, and such others as piesent themselves, and anyone making a false oath 
to any material fact shall be deemed guilty of perjury and subject to the same penalties 
as now provided by law for such offense. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Would it be of any interest to the committee to 
have a hst of the cases pending and the time they have been pending ? 
The Chairman. We would be very glad to have that. 
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Mr. Shoemakek. I will try to get that. 

Senator Thompson. They do not try those cases with a jury in ihe 
poUce court here ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; most of the liquor licensees demand jury 
trials, and the cases sometimes go over for a year, and witnesses dw 
or move away, and there is trouole always. 

Senator Thompson. Ordinarily a police-court case is tried without 
a jury. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; but here they have a right to demand a 
jury trial; that is, not in all cases. There are some minor cases that 
are tried without a jury, but in liquor cases they have that right. 
That is all, I think, on that. 

The Chairman. What did you observe in your inspection trip 
when you say you visited 75 places ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, I may say that at my suggestion 
the commission made this inspection. There was no inspecting 
being done by the inspector. 

Senator Thompson. Who was in that party? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The party consisted of Gen. Smith, the chairman 
of the excise board, Mr. Bride, and Mr. Hugh Harvey and myseM. 
At my suggestion the trip was made. There were no inspections 
being made by the inspector of the board, and, so far as 1 knew^ 
the board when it saw places generally saw them during the dav, 
and I said, ^'If you want to see conditions, go on a night, especially 
on a Saturday niffht. Go among the saloons that are largely pat- 
ronzied by the colored people and see for yourselves what is going 
on.^' The suggestion was made by Mr. Bride that I ^o with mem, 
and the other gentlemen would not agree that I should go without 
Mr. Harvey should go along, and the party was thus made up. 

We first went up Fourteenth Street and visited the saloons, or 
many of them, up around U Street. We found those we went into 
largely, some of them almost entirely, patronized by colored people. 
Then passing down Fourteenth Street we went to Georgetown and 
saw the saloons on M Street, where there were many within a* 
few blocks. Among them were two saloons at the bridge, which 
are in the western zone, about which there is now a contest in the 
courts. The saloons along that street were mainly for colored peo- 
ple, apparently. There were crowds of them in them, and some 
white and some colored men, standing at the bar drinking together, 
and conditions in some of them were to my mind bad; and three of 
them, of the licensed places, lost their place licenses. 

We then came down to Ninth Street and looked at the saloons 
south of Pennsylvania Avenue on Ninth Street; then went up Ninth 
Street and then crossed to Seventh Street and went down Seventh 
Street, beginning at Rhode Island Avenue and Seventh Street, at the 
mile limit around the Soldiers Home, and coming down we took in 
nearly all the saloons on that street. Most of those saloons were 
crowded with negroes and conditions in many of them were bad. 

Senator Jones. When you say conditions were bad that does not 
convey anything to us. What were the conditions ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. WeU, in one of the saloons we went into, one kept 
by Mr. Xander on Seventh Street near Rhode Island Avenue, we 
found that he had two apartments, one apparently retail and the 
other wholesale. We met the proprietor at the door and walked back 
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through the bar quickly and started through the door leading into 
the wnolesale side. As we went, a number of men came rushing 
through, wiping their mouths, and when we got in there we saw that 
a party had been disturbed. Behind the barrels, on a table, were 
diasses, some filled with beer and some partly filled and some empty. 
One glass of beer was sitting upon a barrel. They had just dropped 
them wherever they had them. As we went out the chairman met 
the proprietor — I was close with him — and he said, ^'Last time I was 
in here 1 told vou not to do that any more,^' and the man started to 
explain, and tne chaimtan said, '^No explanations,'' and his remark 
further was to the effect that he would lose his license. He did not 
use the words that way. 

The Chairman. What was it he told him not to do any more? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Serve liquors in the wholesale department, to 
be drunk on the premises, benind the barrels, away off there. 

The Chairman. The license was renewed — ^was granted? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was granted. We came down and there were 
two places, one kept by Daly and one by Plugge. Both of those 
places were mentioned this morning. They were right together on 
the east side of Seventh Street, and within the prescribed distance 
of the Church of the Immaculate Conception, on N Street. As we 
went in Mr. Plugge's saloon, it was crowded with negroes. They 
were drawing liquors from barrels, and some were drinking at the 
bar, and there was a general rush and confusion. We stood there 
a moment or two and then quickly went into the saloon next door. 
There was a similar crowd in there, considerable disorder and confu- 
sion, and haK drunken negroes — th&y were all colored people — and 
we had just been in there a minute and were talking to the proprietor 
when in rushed I suppose 20 or 25 young negroes at the door, and 
the proprietor, evidently embarrassed, rushed to the door and tried 
to keep them out, and tney did not understand what he meant by it, 
aad for an instant I thought there would be a riot there, and some 
of them came out and some of them went in. 

The Chairman. You say this was a wholesale place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; a retail bar. 

The Chairman. Why was it that they could not come in there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Well, I do not know. I suppose the proprietor 
did not want them all coming in there when the mejnbers of the excise 
board were present. 

Senator Thompson. Were they minors ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I could not say that they were minors. They 
were young, and they had been drinking, and were noisy and boister- 
ous, and I suppose the proprietor did not want it to appear that he 
was permitting that class to come in his place. 

I want to go back farther on Seventh Street to a place kept by 
O'Hanlon — ^no, not O'Hanlon. WeU, it is known as the Thysou 
House, on the comer of Seventh and P Streets. The barroom 
entrance is the second door from the corner. Across the street from 
the barroom on P Street begins a group of pubhc schools. There are 
two graded schools right across the street on P Street and the Central 
High School is farther on. This saloon seemed to be for negroes only, 
and they were of a pretty rough looking appearance when we went 
in it. 
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This buildine had been added to, just prior to the panting of the 
license, to make enough rooms, apparently, to have it classed as a 
hotel, and it is classed as a hotel and licensed as a hotel, and a hotel 
for white people, the barroom in it being patronized almost entirely 
by colored people. At the hearing on this application for renewal 
of Iic3r8e, tne teachers of the schools were present, protesting and 
earnestly pleading with the board not to grant a license for that 

{>lace just across the street, within full view, I suppose within 60 
eet, of one of the schools. 

Senator Jones. Why was not that shut out? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Because it was a hotel of 50 rooms. 

Senator Jones. Fifty rooms ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What is the name of the place ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The Thyson House. 

The Chairman. Do many guests stop there as regular guests of 
the hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. We were unable to find that many guests stopped 
there as regular guests of the hotel. It seems that some people live 
there as roomers by the month. 

Senator Jones. The main business there seems to be the running 
of that bar ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Of that barroom, yes, sir; and my theory in 
fighting that place was that they simply added some rooms there 
for the purpose of having it considered a hotel. 

Senator Thompson. Did you mention that place in the list this 
morning, as being within 400 feet of a school ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; because it is hcensed as a hotel having 
60 or more rooms. 

Senator Jones. You speak about additions being put on? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Made since this law went into effect. 

Senator Jones. The additions have been made since this law went 
into effect, apparently to comply with the law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Of course, if they did not have 50 rooms 
they would not have any chance to remain there in such close prox- 
imity to a school. 

Senator Jones. How many rooms did they have ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not know, Senator. There are quite a 
number. 

Senator Jones. Are those additions of wood or brick ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They are brick, and in good condition. 

Senator Jones. It appears now that these additions have been 
made since the law was passed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Was there a poUce report made on this place when 
the license was renewed ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. Did you see it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I saw it. I do not recall anything especially 
against it, though, from the poUce. 

The Chairman. Does that finish in regard to your trip ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That does not finish it. We went out H Street 
NE., and viewed the saloons out there, and found most of them there 
patronized largely by the colored people, and I emphasize that be- 
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cause we made a special plea to the board not to grant so many 
saloons for colored people in colored residence neighborhoods. A 
large and influential body of the leaders of the colored people here, 
the ministers and lawyers and doctors, asked through us for a special 
hearing, and that hearing was granted, when they made most stren- 
uous protests against the granting of Ucenses in neighborhoods where 
their people hved, claiming that saloons were a great detriment to 
their work and the uplift work that they do, and I was anxious that 
the board should see these saloons which catered especially to the 
colored people. My observation is that at least two-thirds of the 
saloons m this city outside of the extreme down-town section could 
not exist were it not for their colored patronage. 

The Chairman. Two-thirds of the saloons outside of the down- 
town districts ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; could not exist without their colored 
patronage. 

The Chairman. Do you mean to state, Mr. Shoemaker^ that the 
saloons are especially numerous in the colored sections ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; in the sections that are largely residential 
colored sections. 

For instance, on Four-and-a-half Street SW., the board, during 
the transfer period, I think, located or relocated on that street seven 
or eight or nme saloons, and we found that most of those saloons had 
a very large colored patronage. We claimed and urged before the 
board that that was a residence section; that while there were some 
blocks on that street that were devoted to business, and very small 
business at that, yet on the east side of the street it was soUdly built 
up with homes, and many poor people, colored people and the poorer 
class of white people, were living east and west of that street; and we 
urged upon the board that there would be no improvement in that 
section u these saloons off of Four-and-a-haK Street, in residence sec- 
tions; were moved a few blocks into Four-and-a-half Street; and I 
am convinced that there has been no great improvement in that sec- 
tion, that these saloons are right there in easy reach of these people, 
and we feel that the law has been circumvented by the granting of 
these licenses so close to them. 

The Chairman.- What proportion of the citizenship of the District 
is colored? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Approximately one-third of it, I think, is col- 
ored. 

The Chairman. And you think that more than one-half of the 
saloons cater especially to colored trade ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is my information and belief. 

The Chairman. More than one-half of the saloons in the entire 
District ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. And two-thirds of , those outside of the downtown 
district ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and many of them are patronized almost 
exclusively by the colored people. 

The Chairman. Many of tne saloons are patronized almost ex- 
clusively by colored people ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. By colored people. 

The Chairman. Very well; go ahead. 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I made some notes of this trip that we had 
aroimd at that time; brief notes, just memoranda, ana at the request 
of the board I furnished them with what I saw with them on that 
occasion. 

Senator Jones. Have you those notes here now? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have not. I have just the names of these 
saloons; the names of the saloons that we visited. 

Senator Jones. You have not the memoranda ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have not the memoranda. That was writt^a 
at the board, and I have not a copy of it. 

Senator Thompson. That was written out there ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The copy I made I dictated to Mr. EQbbs at tha 
board, and I did not retain a copy. That is in their records there, 
I think. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is all I care to say on that point. 

The Chairman. Regarding that trip ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Very well. What do you know as to violations 
of the law as to wholesale houses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The rule of the board, gentlemen, provides that 
wholesalers 

The Chairman. It is paragraph 1. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; it provides that wholesale Hcenses may be 
granted in residence districts on residence streets, provided they do 
not sell more than 5 gallons. 

The Chairman. That provision, however, does not appear in tha 
law, 

Mr. Shoemaker. It does not appear in the law. It is, in my 
judgement, an arbitrary construction and a rule adopted without 
any justification. 

Senator Jones. A sort of supplementaiy legislation ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Supplementary legislation is a good term. 
Those who sell in quantities of 5 gallons or more must be licensed in 
residence districts under that rule, but there are only 12 of that class. 

The Chairman. They are all in the downtown district, are they 
not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They arejobbers — not all, because breweries take 
out the wholesale license. There are 12 altogether, as I remember, 
countii^ the foxir breweries. 

The &AIRMAN. Are the breweries in the residence section ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. They are. 

The Chairman. Were their hcenses protested ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. On that accoimt 1 

Mr^ Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. What was the reply of the board ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing was said at all. They simply said 
nothing about it. 

Senator Thompson. How many wholesale hcenses are there, do you 
know, altogether, in the city ? 
. Mr. Shoemaker. There are 95, now, I think. 

The Chairman. As such, under the holding of the board? Under 
the holding of the board there are only 10 or 12 wholesale houses? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; 10 or 12. 
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The Chairman. In the District ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Under the law there are, I think, 95 wholesale 
licenses at this time, altogether; 12 of them, as I recall, are issued to 
jobbers or brewers. The rest of them are to Ucensees to sell in 
quantities under 5 gallons. 

The Chairman. Oh the books of the board they do not appear as 
wholesalers, do they ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Those who sell under 6 gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I see. They consider them wholesalers, but per^p 
wdt them to sell in residence districts, yet they sell less than 5 gallons t 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. And provided they sell in sealed packages? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And they seal the package? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and they seal the package. Their rule asi 
to sealed packages is I think, erroneous. 

Senator Jones. What is it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have it here, on page 17. It is as follows: 

Sec. 15. Under a wholesale liquor license intoxicating liquors shall be sold in 
sealed packages only and each package shall contain not less than one quart; except 
that any sealed original or bonded package containing not less thap approximately 
one pint may be sold. 

• A ''sealed original" package comprehends a package not filled at the time of sale, 
but one carried in stock, whether filled on the premises of the licensee or elsewhere. 

My objection to that is that language, "sealed original'' package. 
They have left out the word " bonded," as the law has it. 

Senator Jones. I think it would be well to read into the record right 
there the provision of the law with reference to wholesalers. It is as 
follows: 

• 

A wholesale liquor license shall authorize the licensee to sell intoxicating liquors in 
sealed packages only and in quantities not less than one quart in the ag^egate, except 
in sealed originsd or bonded package in quantity not less than approximately a pint, 
and not to be drunk on the premises where sold; and no wholesale license shall be 
granted until it is satisfactorily shown that the place where it is intended to carry on 
such business is properly arranged for selling such liquors as merchandise. 

The Chairman. Mr. Shoemaker, are any of these wholesale hquor 
houses that sell under five gallons violating the spirit of the law, and 
do they become really places where hquors are sold indiscriminately ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no knowledge, Mr. Chairman, that the^e 
wholesalers are seUing hquor to be drunk on the premises. Tha 
advantage they have, however, over the barroom is that they are 
licensed in strictly residential communities and they may sell to 
women, while a barroom may not. Women go in. I have seen them 
go in and go out with these so-called sealed jars. * 

The Chairman. Into what place have you seen a woman go and 
bring out a sealed jar ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There are one or two places in my rounds that I 
saw when I was making measurements and inspections. 
. The Chairman. Name them. 

Mr. Shoemaker. There was a place kept by a man by the name of 
Cohen — I think it is Cohen — up northwest. I can not at this minute 
locate it. I saw 'the women in there coining out with their bottles 
and jars. 
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Senator Jones. What kind of jars ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Well, these preserving jars. 

Senator Jones. Fruit jars ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Fruit jars; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you see them go in carrying those fruit jars? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I did not see them go in there, but I saw them 
coming out. I saw in Frank P. Hall's saloon, before it was closed, 
the day we were there inspecting the place making measurements, a 
colored woman go in the alley entrance at that place with a jar, and 
I waited for her to come out, and she came out with a package covered 
with a paper bag, and I stopped her and asked her what she had, and 
she said 'Nothing." I took hold of the jar and opened the paper 
sufficiently to see that it was apparently a jar of beer. It was a fruit 
jar with a screw top, filled witn beer. 

The Chairman, is there any diflFerence between the amount 
charged for the license for a wholesale place selling under five gallons 
and that charged for a regular barroom license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is no diflFerence. The license is $800 in 
each case. 

Senator Jones. You misunderstood the chairman. He said in a 
barroom. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; the barroom license fee is $1,500 and the 
wholesaler pays only $800. 

Senator Jones. There is no diflFerence in the fee of the wholesalers, 
where they sell under and where they sell over 5 gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is no diflFerence in the fee at all. 

The Chairman. In other words, the brewer pays $800 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The wholesaler is not supposed to retail in any 
quantity ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He can retail in as small a package as a pint. 

Senator Jones. But a quart in the aggregate? 

Mr. Shoemaker. A quart in the aggregate. But they do sell, as a 
matter of fact, in pints. 

Senator Thompson. In the original package ? How is that ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In pints. 

The Chairman* And they sell in any quantity under 5 gallons, do 
they not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they can sell in any quantitv under 5 gal-» 
Ions. I will say this as a matter of information as to why the amount 
was fixed at less than 5 gallons. The dealer may sell in quantities of 
4J gallons by paying the Government revenue tax of $25. 

Senator Thompson. Any dealer ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Any dealer. The United States Government 
taxes him $25 if he sells in quantities not more than 4J gallons. If 
he sells more than 4 J gallons, he pays $100. 

Senator Thompson. The Government considers him a wholesaler 
if he sells over 4 J gallons, and a retailer if he sells under 4 J gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. In other words, this board really authorizes a retail 
trade under the name of wholesale trade ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. But the Government simply fixes this an^ount for 
the purpose of determining its tax ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. Absolutely. 

The Chairman. And there is absolutely no permit about it at all? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir. 
• The Chairman. And there is nothing in this law which makes pro- 
vision f 6r a hmit of 5 gallons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing in the law at all. 

The Chairman. But the excise board has taken it on itself to really 
license these people in the residence districts to sell in quantities of 
less than 5 gallons; to Ucense them to operate in reality a retail per- 
sonal trade under the guise of wholesale trade ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is the effect of it. 

The Chairman. Do you not imderstand it that way ? 

Senator Jones. I think that is the effect of it. 

The Chairman. Do you know whether any of these so-called whole- 
sale houses in residence districts sell to other dealers any hquors, or 
whether they sell to immediate consumers ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In almost every instance to immediate consumers. 

The Chairman. What do you know as to minors entering these 
wholesale houses ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, a rule of the board permits minors 
to enter places where hauor is sold at wholesale under the wholesale 
license, provided the dealer segregates his hquors and puts up a httle 
railing so that the minor can not get up in direct contact with the 
liquors. 

Senator Thompson. That is another evasion of the law by the 
rules, is it not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is nothing in the law that provides for that 
condition. 

Senator Thompson. That is another attempt to fence out the law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That is another attempt to fence out the law. 
The reason I spoke about that is that the excuse given is that cer- 
tamly there was no intention to prevent minors from entering grocery 
stores where liquor is sold. 

Senator Thompson. The board places that construction on the law ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they say that that was another oversight. 

Senator Thompson. And they are simply supplying a defect? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they are simply supplying a defect, so that 
they supply a httle rail 2 or 3 feet high. I nave seen some of those 
rails, and to my mind they are the most ridiculous thing I have seen 
in connection with this trajffic. They are absolutely useless, and to 
my mind that rail has a tendency to attract the attention of minors 
who go into grocery stores. I have seen them myself in stores, 
looking up at the clerk who was back behind the rail, watching him 
handing out the packages to customers; and a boy sees it and is not 
permitted to go inside, but is right up against the raihng, and to my 
mind the effect is worse than under the old way. 

Senator Thompson. It calls the direct attention of the minor to 
what is going on ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. To what is going on. 

Senator Thompson. Outside the railing ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I consider that an inexcusable makeshift. 

There is another thing, Mr. Chairman, I will mention, unless you 
have something else to ask me. 

The Chairman. No; go ahead. 
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Mr. Shoemaker. This is something in connection with the rules 
♦hat I might call your attention to. 

Senator Jones. Before you go on would it not be well to read right 
into the record, in connection with your statement regarding minors, 
the provision of the law with reference to minors being in these 
places ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think it would be a good idea. 

Senator Jones. I have a provision here, and you can tell me 
whether this is the only place m which there is a provision in regard 
to it. This is under paragraph 6: 

That no minor under the age of eighteen years shall be allowed to enter or permitted 
to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than a hotel, restau- 
rant, or club. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think that is the only reference in the law to 
that matter, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. Did I understand there are numerous grocery 
stores and wholesale houses and places of that kind where they permit 
the minor to go, providing he stays outside a certain raiUng ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. These railings are up, I suppose, m all the 
stores. They are very exact about requiring that railing; but those 
raiUngs that I have seen are very trifling; just a little gateway and a 
railing. It is no protection, in my judgment. Some of these whole-^ 
salers sell liquors in connection with groceries and others do not. 
There are a number of houses seUing under 5 gallons, selling nothing 
but hquors 

Senator Jones^ The board has kindly tried to supplement con- 
gressional legislation in that respect also ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes,"* in that respect, also. They have supple- 
mented it in some other respects, too. The law fixes the opening 
hour for saloons at 7 o'clock in the morning. The board says they 
may open at 6.45, not for the purpose of selung, but for the purpose 
of cleaning up, or things of that kmd. 

Senator Jones. Getting ready to sell ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. They are afraid they may lose a minute or two! 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. They have a regulation of that kind ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It is on page 18. 

Senator Jones. I wish you would kindly read that regulation. 

Mr. Shoemaker. This reads : 

Sec. 18. (a) For the purpose of cleaning up and doing other necessary work, 
licensed premises may be entered or occupied by licensees and their regular employ- 
«es between 6.45 o'clock a. m. and 7 o'clock a. m., except on Sundays and Inaugu- 
ration Day; and between the hours of 10 o'clock a. m. and 12 o'clock noon on Sunday! 
and Inaugiuration Day: Provided ^ That neither said licensees nor their employees 
shall drink, sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liquors during the times 
mentioned. 

Senator Thompson. Now, read the section of the law regarding 
opening at 7 o'clock. 

Senator Jones. That is paragraph 6. They are probably techni- 
iaUy within the law on this. This is on page 7. 

Par. 6. That under the license issued in accordance with this section no intoxi- 
cating liquors shall be sold, given away, or in any way disposed of to any minor, 
intoxicated person, or habitual drunkard, and ignorance of the age of any such minor 
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fiihall not be a defense to any action instituted iindeir this eection; and no licensee 
under this section shall sell, give away, or dispense any intoxicating liqi^ors to any 

f person between the hprrs of 1 o'clock a. m. and 7 o'clock a. m., nor on Si ndays or 
nargii ration Day; and between said hours and on Sl ndays ana Inauguration Day 
every barroom and other place where intoxicating liquors are sold shall be kept closed. 

The latter part of that shuts them out on openmg at 7 o'clock. 

Mr. Shoemaker. And yet the board permits them to open before 
7 o'clock;^ and on Sunday for two hours, when under the old law it 
was a serious oflFense to even open on Sunday. 

vSenator Jones. It is under tnis law. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is so, I say. 

Senator Jones. What excuse do they give for allowing them to 
open two hours on Sunday ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same excuse; omission. Confess did not 
intend it. I have been informed — I have had complaints made to 
me — that the dealers have taken advantage of this rule which is 
referred to, and that they are serving customers before 7 o'clock in 
the morning- — early customers. 

Senator Thompson. How about on Sunday? Did you ever hear 
of any. Sunday violations? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have not heard of any Sunday violations. 

Senator Jones. It is pretty safe to say that if they are open ther^ 
is something being done. ^ 

The Chairman. Is there anything else now, Mi*. Shoemaker? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to call your attention also to section 20 of 
the rules and regulations, at page 18. Preliminarily, I want to say 
that the law provides that in case of the death of a licensee the bar- 
room or the wholesale place may be continued to be operated for 30 
days after the death, during which time the license may be trans- 
ferred; but there is no provision in the law which permits receivers or 
trustees in bankruptcy to operate a place. 

Senator Jones. Can you not find the provision in the law so as to 
read it into the record here, so there may be no question about ita 
terms? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. It is on page 10, Senator, paragraph 15^ 
the latter part of it. 

Senator Jones. Just read it, so that it will go into the record. I 
will read it: 

Provided further f That the personal representative of any deceased licensee may 
within 30 days after the death of such licensee transfer said license in accordance with 
the provisions of this law touching transfers of licenses. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is the latter part of paragraph 15. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The rule provides that: '^Except in case of the 
death of a Ucensee any person or persons duly authorized by the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia may, with the consent in 
writing of the excise board, conduct the business of a licensee for a 
period of not exceeding 60 days. In such cases posting of the Ucensed 
premises shall not be required. ^^ 

Senator Thompson. They have made it 30 days? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is 60 days. There is no provision in the law 
for court ofiicials, trustees in bankruptcv, or receivers to run the 
business. The only provision is that read by Senator Jones, in case 
of the death of a licensee. 
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Senator Thompson. I understand. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Then they may do so for 30 days only? 

Senator Thompson. They have raised it to 60 days? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Not 60 days in the case of the death of a licensee, 
hut 60 days in the case of trustees in bankruptcy or receivers or 
other court officials. 

Senator Thompson. There is no provision in the law at all about 
that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No provision in the law at all about that. 

The Chairman. In other words, in order to comply with the law 
if any of these officials desire a license, they should make application 
in the regular way ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In the regular way. 

The Chairman. That is a clear case of legislation by the board. 

Mr. Shoemaker. My reading of the law on the subject of trustees 
in bankruptcy and receivers and other ofiicials is that they have 
no authority to engage in the liquor business without a license. 
There is another provision, Mr. Chairman, that I guess I had better 
read also. 

Senator Jones. Yes; then there can not be any doubt about 
what it is. 

Senator Thompson. You might state in a general way what it is. 

Mr. Shoemaker. This is section 21, paragraph f. It provides that 
barrooms shall have but one entrance from the street. 

The Chairman. The provision is as follows: 

Sec. 21. (J) Only one entrance to a barroom from the street, which entrance shall 
be the one mentioned in his, her, or its application for license, is permitted; and 
no other entrance to said barroom from any street, or from any public or private 
alley or passageway outside of the biiilding in which a barroom license is granted, 
tsQiall be used or allowed unless the excise board shall specially permit an extra entrance 
upon written application therefor by a licensee. 

Mr. Shoemaker. You are reading from the rule, now ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The law further provides 'that there shall be only 
one entrance, except that the boara may grant an extra entrance. 
In the annual report of the board which is before you, I believe, they 
set out that there were 39 applications for these extra entrances, and 
all of them except one were granted, and we have contended that 
while in some instances there may be special reasons why extra 
entrances should be granted, yet generally speaking there can be no 
good reason, except of course to increase the trade, and up to a short 
time ago they were permitting two entrances to places on the comer, 
one on either street. 

Senator Jones. Now, I will read the provision of the law. It is 
part of paragraph 14, on page 10: 

Nor shall any barroom licensee establish more than one bar tinder his license, and 
the sale or dispensins; of liquors, except in case of hotels, restaurants, and clubs, 
shall be confined to the room in which said bar is located; nor provide or permit to 
b€ used more than one entrance to said barroom from the street, which entrance 
shall be the one mentioned in his application for license, unless the excise board 
shall especially permit an extra entrance. 

Senator Thompson. In all these places where they have a saloon 
and a restaurant in connection, they use an entrance into the barroom 
and also an entrance into the restaurant? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 
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Senator Thompson. So that, I suppose, there could be an enter- 
ing either way. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You say there have been 39 apphcations for addi- 
tional entrances, and all have been granted except one ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. According to the last annual report of the excise 
board. You have that here. 

The Chairman. I have it here. Can you put your hand on the para^ 
graph referred to ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I will read from the annual report of the excise 
board of the District of Columbia for 1914, page 11: 

Another matter which required much attention from the board concerned the 
requests by barroom licensees for permission to maintain extra entrances to their bar- 
rooms. Here, too, the board saw to it that no action was taken except after inspec- 
tion of the applicant's premises. 

During the fiscal year ending June 80, 1914, 39 requests for permission to maintain 
such extra entrances were presented to the board, of which 38 were granted and 1 was 
refused. 

The last list referred to by Mr. Shoemaker is here printed in full, as 
follows: 

Classification op Barroom Licenses. 



RESTAURANT DESIGNATIONS. 

1. John J. Allen, 807 North Capitol 

Street. 

2. Eliz. Atzel, 1219 New York Avenue 

NW. 

3. Geo. J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania 

Avenue N\V. 

4. Jas. W. Brown, Bennings Road. 
o. Gus Brahler, 410 E Street NE. 

6. Johu E. Bonini, 729 North Capitol 

-JStreet. 

7. Gustav Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

8. Stephen K. Coster, 209 Seventh Street 

NW. 

9. Capital Consolidated Co., Fifteenth 

and U Streets NW. 

10. Vincent Castelli, 502 Ninth Street 

NW. " 

11. Wm. Doyle, 1218 Wisconsin Avenue 

NW. 

12. Chas. Dietz, sr., 511 Seventh Street 

NW. 

13. Chas. W. Dismer, 708 K Street NW. 

14. J. H. DeAtley, 1222 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

15. Wm. J. Edelin, 2348 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

16. Frank Endres, 1015 I Street NW\ 

17. Chas. A. Eckstein, 1412 New York 

Avenue NW. 

18. Wm. A. Engel, 1335 E Street NW.' 

19. E. E. Farley, 415 Thirteenth Street 

NW. 

20. Ernst Gerstenberg, 1343 E Street NW. 

21. F. H. Geyer Co., 1827 Fourteenth 

Street NW. 

22. P. p. Washington, 636 D Street NW. 



RESTAURANT DESIGNATIONS — Continued. 

23. Wm. A. Hettinger, 415 Eiehth Street 

NE. 

24. Fritz Herzog, 1115 E Street NW. 

25. Emma Hennige, 1421 H Street NE. 

26. Rudolph Haenisch, 643 D Street 

NW. 

27. Harvey Co .-(Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania 

Aveime NW. 

28. Peter L. Keyser, 429 Eighth Street 

NW. 

29. Anna A. E. Klotz, 1708 G Street NW. 

30. Patrick J. Lynch, 907 Seventli Street 

NW. 

31. John E. Mergner, 415 East Capitol 
• Street. 

3^. Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW. / 

33. Edw. Mannix, 3059 M Street NW. 

34. Thos. R. Marshall, 1323 F Street NW. 

35. Henry M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW. 

36. Frank C. Poch, 900 Four-and-a-half 

Street SW. 

37. John M. Perreard, 513 Thirteenth 

Street NW. 

38. E. C. E. Ruppert, 1716 Pennsylvania 

Avenue N W. 

39. Rauscher's (Inc.), 1036 Connecticut 

Avenue. 

40. C. Martin Schneider, 416 Twelfth 

Street NW. 

41. Tlieo G. Stoner, 206 Seventh Street 

NW. 

42. Mary A. Solan, 1003 Seventh Street 

NW. . 

43. Stoneleigh Court, 1019 Connecticut 

Avenue. 

44. Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 
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Classification op Babroom Licences — Continued. 



RESTAURANT DESIGNATIONS — Continued. 

45. -R. L. Steinhardt, 417 Eleventh Street 

NW. 

46. Milton L. Schmidt, 702 Seventh 

Street NW. 

47. Samuel A. Taylor, 212 Ninth Street 

NW. 

48. Mary E. Thomas, 711 Street NW. 
#9. Theodore Walter, 1001 C Street SE. 

50. Washington Terminal Union Station, 

51. Frank Wolf, 512 Twelfth Street NW. 

HOTELS. 

1. Bellevue Hotel, Fifteenth and H 

Streets NW. 

2. Commercial Hotel, 640 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

3. Charles Hotel, 485 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

4. Columbia Hotel Co., Raleigh. 

5. E. S. Cochran, manager, Cochran. 

6. Congress Hall Hotel Co., 233 New 

Jersey Avenue SE. 

7. Cairo Apartment House Co., 1615 Q 

Street NW. 

8. Capitol Park Hotel Co., North Capitol 

and E Streets. 

9. Washington Hotel Co., Continental. 

10. C. W.' Edwards, Pifdmont, 491 Mis- 

souri Avenue NW. 

11. Ebbitt House, Fourteenth and F 

Streets NW. 

12. Grafton Hotel, 1139 Connecticut 

Avenue NW., Harrington Mills, 
proprietor. 

13. Grand Hotel Co., 1426 Pennsylvania 

Avenue NW. 

14. Gordon Hotel, 918 Sixteenth Street 

NW., T. A. McKee, proprietor. 

15. Harrington Hotel Co., 432 Eleventh 

Street NW., H. Mills, proprietor. 



HOTELS— continued. 

16. Harris Hotel, 15 Massachusetts Ave- 

nue NW. 

17. National Hotel Co., G. F. Schutt, pro- 

prietor. 

18. Powhatan Hotel (Corp.), Powhatan. 

19. Ivovi Woodbury, St. James Hotel. 

20. Southern Hotel Co.^ Metropolitan^ 

T. A. McKee, president. 

21. Shoreham Hotel Co., Sherehloii, J« 

Maury Dove, president. 

22. Sterling Hotel Co., Sterling, T. P. 

Taylor, vice president. 

23. Summit Hotel, 1249 Seventh Sti-eet 

NW., John Windolph, proprietor. 

24. Tremont Hotel, 304 Second Street 
• NW., Mary L. Col ton, proprietress. 

25. Hotel Thyson, 1503 Seventh Street 

NW., John Walsh, proprietor. 

26. Vendome Hotel, 301 PennsylvMiia 

Avenue. 

27. Vamum Hotel, New Jersey Avenue 

and C Street SE., C. C. Leavens, 
proprietor. 

28. Willard Hotel Co., Willard. 

CLUBS. 

1. Army and Navy, 1627 I Street NW. 

2. Commercial, 1634 I Street NW. 

3. Century, 815 Vermont Avenue NW. 

4. Cosmos, 1520 H Street NW. 

5. Eagle, 601 E Street NW. 

6. Elks, 919 H StJeet NW. 

7. Jolly Fat Men's, 933 D Street NW. 

8. Metropolitan, 1700 H Street NW. 

9. Monticello, 1301 Fourth Street NW. 

10. National Press, 1420 G Street NW. 

11. University, 900 Fifteenth Street 

NW. 

12. Washington Saengerbund, 314 C 

Street NW. 



The Chairman. Please tell us briefly about the Louise Gordon case* 
Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Gordon, whose first name I can not recall at 

{)resent, had- a license at New Jersey Avenue and Q Street during the 
ast Ucense year. He died, and tne barroom was continued after- 
wards by the widow, Mrs. Louise Gordon. I can not give the dates. 
The Chairman. You heard Mr. Wilson's statement in regard to the 
Gordon case ? ^ 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I heard Mr. Wilson's statement in regard to 
the Louise Gordon case, and am famihar with the circumstances of 
that case, and corroborate what he had to say in reference thereto in 
his testimony. I might add, however, that at the hearing on the 
application for transfer, some months after the license had expired 
by limitation of law, I urged the objection that the 30 days had 
expired long ago, and there was no license to transfer, but the board 
held otherwise. I then asked that the matter be referred to the 
corporation counsel for an opinion. For quite a while they objected 
to complying with that request, but did nnally, and it went to the 
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corporation counsel, and I was required to prepare a brief on it, and 
the corporation counsel very speedily decided that there was no 
license to transfer, and the transfer could not be made. 

The Chairman. Did they grant the transfer ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The transfer was not made, but the applicant 
was permitted to continue the business for weeks afterwards, and 
imtil Mr. Wilson, through the District Commissioners, was able to 
secure a closing. 

The Chairman. Is she not doing business now ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. She is doing business now. She applied directly 
after that for a new license, and it was considered with the renewals 
for the year, beginning November 1, 1914, and was granted, as I 
recall now. 

The Chairman. She was granted a new license ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. At the old place of business ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. A transfer of the old license to another place was 
declined ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. This transfer was simply from the estate to her, 
not to another place. The objection was, of course, that under the 
law the license after 30 days was dead, that it expired by Umitation 
and under the niles of the board, which I will insert in tne record if 
you have no objection. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is section 20: 

Sec. 20 (a). In case of the death of a licensee, the duly authorized personal repre- 
sentative of the deceased, or any person or persons authorized by the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia may, with the consent in writing of the excise board, 
conduct the business for a period of not exceeding thirty days after such death, and, 
unless the license be transferred within thirty days (including the fifteen days' posting 
required by Sec. 11 of the rules and regulations) after the death of the licensee, the 
license shall expire, in accordance with paragraph 15 of the excise law. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I might call your attention, gentlemen, to the 
Michael Raftery transfer case, which has not been mentioned before. 

The Chairman. Is that a different case from the Raftery case which 
we have had up before? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; there are three Raftery cases. 

The Chairman. This is the case of Michael Raftery ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he sought to secure a transfer of his license 
to Twentieth and E Streets NW. This was a very bad section some 
years ago when there were saloons there, but under the old law we 
made a fight to put those saloons out of existence, and the testimony 
of some of the people who Uved there, some of them colored people, 
was that the condition had greatly improved since those saloons were 
abolished. When Mr. Raftery made appHcation to locate in that 
same section we urged against the transier that the conditions had 
been bad and had been changed for the better by the removing of 
saloons from there, and told the board all about tne long, hard fight 
the people had put up to rid themselves of those saloons, and, having 
a large number of protestants against this transfer, we thought that 
the fiansfer should not have been granted, but it was granted. It 
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iffaa transferred over by St. John's Orphan Asylum, a large institution 
of the Protestant Episcopal Church tnere. They put up a handsome 
new building just about that time. However, the fight was renewed, 
this present license year, and the applicant came in by attorney and 
oflFered, if he were permitted to continue a few months after the 
beginning of the Ucense year, that he would agree to have the license 
remsed; or they would have it granted and they would run two or 
three months and then close up voluntarily. The protests were 
exceedingly strong in that case — there were a number of influential , 
people, some Senators, I think — and the Ucense was continued for that 
place; but later, after the 1st of November, Mr. Raftery made an 
application for a new license on Pennsylvania Avenue between Nine- 
teenth and Twentieth Streets, and was granted a license there against 
the protests of the Union Methodist Episcopal Church close by, and 
others. That made the two himdred and ninety-ninth barroom 
Ucense granted. 

The Chairman. What was the three-hundredth ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The three-hundredth was to Glavin, at 309 G 
Street. 

The Chairman. Was any violation of the law involved in this 
Michael Raftery case? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not cite it as a violation of law, except that 
in the granting of the Ucense at Twentieth and E Streets there was a 
house of reUgious worship close by, which was at that time objecting. 
It was not a large churcn, but it has been occupied for quite a long 
while, I do not Imow how long; but it was not regarded by the bowd 
as of sufficient importance to be considered. 

Senator Thompson. Was that within 400 feet of the church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Within 400 feet. 

The Chairman. What was the church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was a colored church. It is almost wholly a 
colored neighborhood there now. 

The Chairman. That is where the saloon is operating now ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir; that is where it was the last hcense year. 
But they found they could not get a renewal there, so that since the 
beginning of the year he was licensed for the place on Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

Senator Thompson. It is running there now? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, it is running on Pennsylvania Avenue; 
now at Twentieth and E Streets. 

The Chairman. Have you anything else? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I want to invite your attention fqr just a 
moment to a situation in Georgetown, in Wisconsin Avenue, on the 
west side of that block between N and O Streets. There were three 
saloons there prior to the 1st of last November, and the distance 
from two of them was measured and they were found to be within 
400 feet of the Methodist Episcopal Church on Dumbarton Avenue. 
The third one was on the extreme end of the block of N Street, and 
was entirely without the hmit of the church. 

The Chairman. Are these two saloons listed? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There were three there. 

The Chairman. I know, but are the two that were granted there 
listed ? 
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Mr. Shoemaker. One of them was granted. The nearest one to 
the church was kept by a man by the name of Lipnick, and another 
was kept by a man named Killeen, and the thurd by a Mr. Cole. 
Mr. Lipnick was denied his Ucense, and Cole was denied his, although 
being out of the hmit. Killeen was granted his Ucense. 

The Chairman. He is within 400 feet of the Dumbarton Avenue 
Church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He is within 400 feet. 

The Chairman. He is in the Ust you have given usi 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Against Mr. Cole's place we had nothing 
to urge. 

The Chairman. He is the man who was without the limit? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. We did not urge anything against him 
because we had not anythmg to uree against him. 

The Chairman. He was turned down? ^ 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And the man who was within 400 feet of the church 
was favored and granted a Ucense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; that is what I wanted to bring out. 

The Chairman. What attorney represented this man who got the 
Ucense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think I can teU you^ in a moment. [After 
examining book.] My record does not show that any attorney ap-: 
peared for him; no. 

The Chairman. The records will show that? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The records wiU show that. 

The Chairman. Did you have anything against the other man in 
the block who wanted a Ucense? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Nothing against him except that he was within 
the prescribed limit of the <5iurch; and I talked with him afterwards, 
and he thought he was harshly treated, because he knew he was 
within the limit aiid expected to go out, although he filed an appU- 
cation for renewal. 

The Chairman. And inasmuch as the man that was granted a U- 
cense was within the Umit, he thought he had been harshly treated ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; he thought that the treatment was wrong; 
that he should have been treated just Uke the other man. 

The Chairman. Did they turn this other man down on the ground- 
that he was within 400 feet of the church ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I understand so. He told me so. 

The Chairman. Very well. Now, is that aU? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is just this, that I had a talk with Mr. 
lipnick, prior to the action of the excise board, and he said he ex- 
pected his Ucense to be denied; that he was within 400 feet of the 
church, but he thought that the other man was also within 400 feet 
of the church, and he thought he should lose his Ucense as weU. 

The Chairman. Was the man who got the Ucense nearer to the 
church than Lipnick ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, not^ quite so near, but very close. 

The Chairman. Not quite so near but very close, and within the 
400 feet ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; I gave the distance there this morning. 

The Chairman. Very welL 
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Mr. Shoemaker. I may insert right here as to the place of Michael 
Raftery, whose case I just referred to, which is on Pennsylvania 
Avenue between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, near the Union 
Methodist Episcopal Church and two other churches, so far as I 
know none oi us have made the measurements to that, and we would 
like to ask the privilege of making the measurements and furnishing 
the results to ,the board. 

The Chairman. Very well. We will also have the surveyor make 
the measurement. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; that would be better. 

The Chairman. I suggest that you request the surveyor, for us, to 
make that measurement. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Very well. 

The Chairman. And report to us. 

Mk. Shoemaker. I will do so. I want to refer also to Frank Lv 
Ash's wholesale place, located at the corner of Twenty-eighth and O 
Streets, in Georgetown. Mr. Ash has a grocery store with a whole- 
sale hquor Ucense in connection with it, and it was quite dose to one 
of the churches in the neighborhood. This was a colored neighbor- 
hood, very largely. 

The Chairman. This is a grocery store ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. He made application to transfer it to 
another point, and he succeeded in getting a point which was almost 
equidistant from four churches. We opposed it on the groimd that 
it was not sufficiently away from the churches. I made tne measure- 
ments at the time the appficatioh for renewal was up. He was trans- 
ferred against the protests of a large number of people in the ne^h- 
borhood, all the churches, and the people who maintained the met 
kitchen, quite close by, and quite a number of white property holders 
of that neighborhood. After the hcense was transferred and before 
the application for renewal was made, I made a measurement and 
found the distance to be less than 400 feet from one of the churches, 
and I think one other church is even closer. 

License was granted on Capitol Hill, on Pennsylvania Avenue, to 
Mr. O'Donnell, for 333 Pennsylvania Avenue, against the strenuous 
protests of a large number of citizens, property owners, and residents 
m the immediate neighborhood. He was transferred there. 
• The Chairman. On what ground did they oppose it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the ground that it was undesirable in that 
neighborhood; that there never had been a saloon on that block. 

The Chairman. Was it a business block ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There was some business on it, and probably 
enough to justify a license if it were in a business section and not a 
residential section. It was opposed on the ground also that it was 
within 400 feet of a church; I think the Metropolitan Presbyterian 
Church. The police reported it to be within 400 feet of the Christa- 
delphian house of religious worship, which is just across the street 
from it, but the transfer was made. The law provides that protestantl 
if they desire, must be heard before any license can be granted. The 
board, to be fair to them, granted hearings in ev6ry case so far as I 
know. The hearings on renewal of applications .were many of them 
extremely brief, the time was short, and I did not have any special 
criticism to make, and probably they did the best they could under 
the circiunstances; but we have held that where protests were large 
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and strong, and from the immediate neighborhood of the proposed 
Ucenses, that fact should be regarded as a prohibition against the 
granting of the license: and yet, in many cases where the protests 
were large and influential, many property owners bemg represented 
in the protests, heads of f amiUes, licenses were granted despite these 

Sroteste. We urged that the protests should have been sufficient to 
etermine the result of the case. The board in many cases thought 
otherwise, and these licenses were granted in places where under the 
old law they could not have been granted, because under the old law 
the. consent of the property owners on the block was necessary* 

The Chairman, tinder the old law the consent of the property 
owners on a block was necessary ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Of the resident housekeepers and property 
owners in the block on either side of the street. That was required. 

The Chairman. Their consent was necessary? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. Under this law that consent is not 
required, so that saloons have been transferred to places where 
•they could not have been transferred to, because the necessary 
consent could not have been secured. 

The Chairman. And saloons have been erected in places where 
they never were before ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. By this new board? 
• Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. I invite your attention to Timothy 
Hanlon's application for barroom license at the comer of H and 
Ninth Streets NE. The protests were especially strong against 
that application. It was on the northwest comer of those streets. 
The owner of 'the property and the tenant in the northeast comer, 
the owner of the property on the southeast comer, and the owner oi 
the property on^he southwest comer were in protest agamst it. A 
majority of property owners on the same side of the street, beside 
a large number of merchants and residents, protested against it, and 
despite the fact that there was a house of rdigious worship, that is, 
that there was a religious body meeting across tne street on the north- 
east comer, the license was granted. Next door to this place is the 
residence of Dr. Cole. I can not recall Dr. Cole's full name just at 
this minute. 

The Chairman. Dr. J. T. Cole ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; Dr. J. T. Cole. Dr. Cole has been living 
there for many years. He owned this property. His office was there 
and he opposed, the transfer of this license very strenously, and he 
claimed to be very greatly injured by the locating of that barroom 
next to his home ana office. 

I may speak, Mr. Chairman, about the Miller case, just a word. 
That is one of the four saloons located on E Street between TTiirteenth 
and Fourteenth Streets, that I have already referred to. When the 
board handed out their list of grants of barroom licenses there were 
297, leaving 3 vacancies.; that is, leaving 3 to make 300. There were 
a great many appUcations filed for these 3 places — ^requests for appli-^ 
cations. Many of them were not permittea to file, I understand, but 
J suppose there were 50 or 75 applications or efforts to file for these 
3 places that were vacant. The Millers were one of the first to file, 
for Fourteenth Street, and others were not permitted at that time. 
We opposed this application, and I took the trouble to prepare some 
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law upon the question, and furnished it to the board at the hearing 
as a euide. The law, to mv mind, was conclusive. I cited a num- 
ber of cases, several decided in the Supreme Court of Massachusetts, 
and some in the Supreme Court of the State of New York, settling the 
same proposition without question. The board did not seem to care 
for that very much. It apparently had no eflfect upon them. 

The Chairman. Settling what proposition ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As to the ohangmg of entrances in order to cir- 
cumvent the law. 

Senator Jones. Of course the members of the committee can not 
be here all the time, and I have been obliged to be out of the room 
at times. Has the situation been gone into with r^erenoe to iboae 
•five saloons there ? 

The Chairman. That was gone into by Mr. Wilson. 

Senator Jones. Then Mr. Shoemaker will not need to go over it 
again. 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. 

The Chairman. If vou have anything to add to it besides what Mr. 
Wilson said, very well. 

Senator Thoijifson. You said these cases decided the identical 
question ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Will you put these eases in the record ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I haven't that here; I have it at my office. 

Senator Thompson. Put that in, with the authorities. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Very well. There were some authorities. 

The Chairman. Give it to us later. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I then asked the board for a referwice of the 
matter to the corporation counsel for consideration and his opinion. 
The board refused to refer it to the corporation counsel. 
' The Chairman. Refused to refer it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Did they expressly refuse to do it, or simply fail 
jtodoit? 
' Mr. Shoemaker. Thev said they would not do it. 

Senator Jones. Did they give any reason for not doing it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; they did not express any reason for it. 
Thev just refused to do it. 

Tne Chairman. You said there were 297 hcenses granted, and 
that left 3 open ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; when they handed out the results of their 
action on the 31st day of October there were 297 bar licenses granted^ 
and that left 3 to make 300. 
/ The Chairman. Was Miller among those? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Miller was the first of the three granted. 

The Chairman. He was one of the other 3 besides the 297 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There were 3 more that were granted after th0 
297. We opposed the granting of that one. It made 4 saloons on 
one side of the block. 

The Chairman. As I understood, the 3 on E Street had already 
been granted among the 297 ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and Miller's had been refused, and was 1 of 
the 2 that had been refused on that side of the street. Ther^ were 
^ of them. 
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The Ohatrmaw. Under the law i 

Mr. SHOEBfAKER. Under the law. 
. The OTfATRTMAN. He had been refused f He had made 'appUcation 
and had been refused ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; with an entrance on E Street. He and 
Bush lost their Ucenses. 

The Chairman. Afterwards Miller renewed his appUcation for 1 
of those 3 places which were still left open, for a license to do business 
as if he were on Fourteenth Street ! 

Mr. Shoemaksr, On Fourteenth Street. In other words, they 
made application for a number on Fourteenth Street that did not 
exist at tnat time ? 

The Chairman. At the time he made his appUcation for a number 
on Fourteenth Street, had he made his entrance on Fourteenth 
Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He had not. There was no entrance there, and 
Hie day that the Ucense was granted they knocked out the window, 
just leaTing an u^y hole in there, and were doing business through 
that hole. 

The Chairman. People were ^oing m and out the window? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; they just tore the window out and people 
were going in and out there, and they had a temporary door next day. 

The Chairman. He was in a hurry to do busmeas ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; ri^ht away. I suppose that door was torn 
out within an hour after me Ucense was granted. I observed it. 
and the barroom remained in the same place, and so far as I could 
see there had not been a bottle changed in the place. The only 
change I saw in it was the change in the location oi the door on the 
collier. 

Senator Jones. The same room is being used for a saloon there 
now that was used by Mr. MiUer before his Ucense was refused on 
E Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same room, and the same conditions. . 

Senator Jones. Exactly the same room, is it not? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same room. 

The Chairman. In ihe same building? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The same building, and aU? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That is right opposite the New Willard Hotel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. The only difference is that they have 
a door on Fourteenth Street now instead of on E Street, and they 
have a window on E Street. There is just a few feet difference be 
tween them. I guess I need not say anything further about that 
case. 

The Chairman. No. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Shoemaker, do you know anything about the 
decision of the board to grant certain Ucenses on E Street on the 30th, 
I guess of October, and any change being made on the 31st? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, I Know tms. Senator, that the assessor, who 
is charged imder the law with actuaUy issuing the paper licenses, 
informed me that he had, on the morning of the 31st oi October, been 
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instructed to make out Bush's license on the day previous^ but that 
he had got instructions 

Senator Jones. State the three. What three had he been directed 
to make out ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. He had been instructed to make out the Ucenses 
for Shoemaker's, Gerstenberg's, and Bush's. 

Senator Jones. That left out Miller? 

Mr. Shoemaker. That left out Miller and Engel. 

The Chairman. That was on the 30th? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. He said that he had actually made out 
Bush's Ucense, but that an order was given to him overnight to 
change the license from Bush to Engel. 

Senator Jones. In other words, Bush's Ucense was withdrawn and 
a Ucense was issued to Engel ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. On the morning of the 31st he eot this order? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; and he said that Mr. Bush went over to get 
his Ucense, having been informed that it would be granted, and when 
he arrived he found that the change had been made. 

The Chairman. Who represented Engel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Joseph Burkhart. 

The Chairman. Who represented Bush ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. JuUus I. Peyser, as I remember. 

Senator Jones. Do you know of any reason why this change was 
made ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no personal knowledge, Senator, in refer-* 
ence to that. I have been told some things about it, but I have not 
been able -to verify those things. 

Senator Jones. I think it will be well for us to ask the board about 
that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And find out what reasons they give, if any. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have heard reasons given from more than one 
source why it was done, and I think probably Mr. Peyser and Mr. 
Bush might possibly give some information. 

Senator Jones. I think it would be weU to have Mr. Peyser and 
Mr. Bush. 

The Chairman. Yes. Is there anything else, Mr. Shoemaker ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have some other cases, Mr. Chairman, if you 
want me to go on with them. The '^ fire-limit'^ case I do not know 
whether you want me to say anything further about. 

The Chairman. I think we understand that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. You have that in the record, have you ? 

The Chairman. We practicaUy have that in the record. 

Senator Thompson. And the two saloons at Thirty-sixth Street ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I will ask you this question about the fire-Umit 
case: In changing the western fire limit from Thirty-fifth Street to 
Thirty-seventh Street, did the commissioners include the entire 
street, or just sufficient to take in the saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Just the saloon section, from Thirty-fifth to 
Thirty-seventh, and a square or two to the north. 

The Chairman. Just a square or two to the north on those streets ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; as I recall it. 
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The CShaibman. In other words, they just cut out a small segment 
there? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. A small segment. 

The Chairman. Just large enough to take m those two saloons ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir; conveniently. 

The Chairman. They did not take in the whole length of Thirty- 
seventh Street? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; not at all. 

Senator Jones. Some supplemental legislation by another body ? 

Senator Thompson. What sort of proceeding was necessary to do 
that before the commissioners ? What was necessary to be done ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The commissioners, upon a petition presented to 
them by some of the people on M Street-- — 

Senator Jones. Was any purpose given for it ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No purpose was given for it, except better fire 
protection. 

Senator Jones. These saloons were in existence, and this law 
would have cut them out ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient on that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. One of the most important cases, I think I 
inight say to you, is the Schladt case, wliere there is a hotel and 
barroom in Georgetown, at 1238 Wisconsin Avenue, 

The Chairman. Was this place listed among the hotels in that 
list? 

Mr. Shoemaker. As a restaurant. It is one of the restaurants I 
marked. Joseph Schladt has been frequently charged by the police 
with running a disorderly house, selling on Sunday, and so on, and he 
had a long record of offenses. He was convicted several times. This 
new board when it came in gave special consideration to it and issued 
a rule to show cause why his appUcation for renewal of Ucense should 
not be denied. At that hearing Capt. Schneider, of that precinct, 
appeared at our request and others appeare.d and gave testimony 
against him. I was able to get the captam to go back over the entire 
record since he had been in the precinct, and he gave that record, and 
despite all the record given and the character of the place clearly 
shoWn, that Ucense was renewed. ^ 

The Chairman. What, exactly, was the character of this place? 
You say it was of bad character ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It was charged several times with — ^weU, the 
reports of the captain from time to time were that there was Sunday 
selling regularly; thatit was a resort for women; and those two things 
were the principal charges against him. 

The Chairman. Very well. . 

Mr. Shoemaker. Tms year when it came up for renewal we made 
no further effort to defeat it. 

The Chairman. You do not know whether last year the imnioral 
character of the place persisted ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no knowledge about that-^no informationi 

Senator Jones. The same man is running it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The same man is runmng it. 

Senator Jones. Is that licensed as a hotel? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No; it is licensed as a restaurant. 

Senator Jones. What I mean is, has it a hotel license; not as a 
barroom, but is it a hotel? 
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: :Mr. SiIOemakkr. It is a hotel. .\ 

Senator Jones. Has it a hotel Ucense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. It has not 50 rooms. 

Senator Jones. That is what I am trying to get At. 

Mr. Shoemaker. A while ago I agreed to fuinish a list of the 
hotels licensed. 

Senator Jones. I wanted to know in this particular case if this is a 
hotel and if it has less than 50 rooms ! 

Mr. Shoemaker. It is a hotel having less than 50 rooms. 

Senator Jones. And it has a restaurant license in order to get 
around. that provision in the law? • 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. I understand that wherever these restanrukft 
licenses are issued they have a bar, just the same. 

Senatoj* JoNBS» Oh, yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. I think I have nothing to offer iur^liier, 
gentlemen, unless you have some Questions to ask. 

The Chairman. Do you think tnat the questions involved in ^&m 
securing of the Ucense are sufficient to justify the payment of a large 
fee to an attorney ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I do not, Mr. Chairman. I think that the fees 
that have been charged; some that we know definitely about and 
others that we have heard nunors of, are away out of proportion to 
the service rendered. The case of the transfer of tne lincese of 
Patrick McCarthy to the Evans Building, where the fee that waas 
contracted for was $5,500; so far as I could see, the woA in that 
case was limited to the preparing of the contract and to the services 
of a young man soliciting petitioners in behalf of the transfer in tho 
Evans Bmlding, and some little outside, without result, amcmg 
property owners, which probably took him a half a day, and the 
time given by the attorneys in presenting their case to the excisa 
board did not require more than an hour and a half. 

Senator Thompson.. I presume the hearings before the excsse 
board were rather informal, were they not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Rather informal. 

Senator Thompson. It does not require any more skill and ability 
than to try a case in a pohce court, does it ? 
. Mr. Shoemaker. Not at all. 

Senator Jones. Is there any real necessity for an attorney ap- 
pearing before the board for a man asking for a transfer of a Hcense ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I see no necessity for it, Senator. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, aU the questions are questions 
of fact, are they not ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. I mean all the questions are almost purely ques- 
tions of fact ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. They employ attorneys — I may say this 
as a matter of .information — who appear there in behalf of their 
apphcations. These attorneys feel it necessary to cross-examine 
and sometimes browbeat protestants who come there, sometimes slap 
the table, and denounce opponents, and some of them have said to 
me ^^ Why, we have to do tnat in order to impress our chents^'; ahd 
as one said to me after he had been very strenuous in the trial of 
his case, when his client came out into the hall after it was over, he 
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said, ''That is the way I like to see you do it." He says, ''Give it 
•*d Shoemaker." 

Most of the work by attorneys before the board is confined to but 
few. Now and then some attorney drops in with a case, but I suppose 
that 10 attorneys could be named who do 90 per cent of all the work 
before the excise board. 

The Chaibman. Do you receive any compensation for the work 
jou do in particular cases i 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; I do not — ^none at all. I receive a compen- 
sation by the year. ' 

The C&ACKMAN. For representing the Anti-Saloon League ? 

Mr. ShoEMAKEB. Yes, sir; for cdl work before the excise board, 
and not only there, but for any other legal work for the league. 

The Gbaibbian. Do you do other kindfi of work for the Anti- 
Saloon League besides this t 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. What is your salary ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. $2,000. 

Sttiator Thompson. You appear and try these oases and fill eaaes, 
do you ? ♦ 

Mr. Shoemakeb. Yes. My work for the organization has been so 
faoge that I have been precluded from looking after privUte work to 
a large extent. 

The Chaibman. You have appeared in many cases for the Anti- 
^Saloon League before the excise board ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. The present board ? 
: The Chaibman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemakeb. I think I have appeared in over 700 cases. 
- The Chaibman. Have you anything else ? 

Senator Jones. I want to ask one Question, so as to make somei- 
jUmig clear. I think I understand it, out some one asked me about 
it a while ago. There was something about Mr. Bride referring t^ 
Mr. Columbus and Mr. Baker collecting money from the saloon peo- 
ple. Did Mr. Bride say anything about the purpose for which this 
money was collected ? ; 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No; he did not, Senator. He just made that 
remark in that way, and there was no opportunity to discuss it 
further. 

Senator Jones. That is the way I understood your evidence, but 
I wanted to make it perfectly clear. 

The Chaibman. Is there anvthing else ? 

Mr. Shoemakeb. No, sir; but Rev. Mr. White, of Anacostia, is 
here, and I should hke to have you hear what he has to say about 
that situation over there, if you care to do so. 

TTie Chaibman. Very well, we will hear him briefly. 

; TESTIMONT OF BE7. OEOBGE LESOT WHITE. 

i ^ • 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
1 The Chaibman. State your fuU name. 

Mr. White. George Leroy White. 

The Chaibman. iuxd your profession ? 
, Mr. White. Clergyman; Anacostia Methodist Episcopal Church. 
.: The Chaibman. Where do you reside? 
. Mr. White, in Anacostia. 
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The Chairman. How long have you been officiating there ? 

Mr. White. Two years the 1st of March. No; two years the 1st 
of April. 

The Chairman. Were you a citizen-of the District originally? 

Mr. White. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Where are you from ? 

Mr. White. Maryland. 

The Chairman. Did you come from Maryland there ? 

Mr. White. I came from Baltimore. 

The Chairman. You are familiar with the proceedings which took 
place in connection with the licensing of the saloon in Anacostia ? 

Mr. White. Very much so; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Will you onefly state your connection with it ? 

Mr. White. I was chairman of the committee that made the fight. 

The Chairman. On the part of the people ? 

Mr. White. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You would speak now on the barroom that is 
located there? 

Mr. White. I am willing to speak on anything you want me to 
speak on. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Dr. White might explain the campaign there. 

The Chairman. Yes; I am gomg to ask him about that now. 
You protested against the location of the barroom there ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. There is a wholesale liquor house there, too ? 

Mr. White. We protested against the whole thing. 

The Chairman. When you came to Anacostia three years ago were 
there any saloons there 'i 

Mr. White. There was one retail place and there were two whole- 
sale places. 

The Chairman. One retail and two wholesale. Are they still 
there ? 

Mr. White. One wholesale place has been declined — ^refused. 

The Chairman. But the retail liquor house that was there wh^i 
jou wentHhere is still operating? 

Mr. White. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And it was against the renewal of its license by 
this excise board that you protested? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. It was also against the renewal of the license of the 
present wholesale house ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. You protested against that ? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. Now, go ahead. 

Mr. White. We made quite a vigorous campai^ lasting as much 
as a year, I presume. We began in ihe winter with the attempts to 
transfer. As soon as it was known, of course, that this law would 
go into effect the first of November, men who were within the limit 
of the navy yard applied for transfer to Anacostia, and a man named 
Kean and a man named Athick began on that, and we were successful 
in getting those defeated. Then we started a campaign early last 
winter, I presume, against the three saloons we had at that time, two 
wholesale and one retail, and that lasted all the summer, more or less» 
We had a number of Senators and Congressmen speaking, and we 
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also had a card prepared. We had a twofold campaign. One was 
to have it declared a residence territory, and failing that, we were 
protesting against the individual applications; so that we had two 
cards prepared, one for each item, and we had the community can- 
vassed. JBy count there are about 1,600 adults in Anacostia, and we 
had 800 persons sign our application. There is one church there, and 
of course these three apphcants, were all members of that one church, 
and they were neutral — ostensibly neutral — and that was a pretty 
large church. Then there were friends of those, who would refuse to 
sign, and then a great many people who did not want to get into the 
fight. So far as I know, there were very few, if any, who were willing 
to come out openly in behalf of the saloon. We stood for the resi- 
dence proposition. We were not told at all whether our position 
was accepted or refused. We never heard anything at all, but of 
course when the individual licenses were up for grantmg or rejection, 
we supposed then that we had been refused, and then we protested 
against each mdividual appUcant. 

The Chairman. You mean you tried to have the excise board 
declare that a residence territory ? 

Mr. White. Yes, within the meaning of the law. 

Senator Thompson. What was the situation as to the business in 
those particular blocks ? 

Mr. White. There are 866 houses, thereabouts — there may be an 
error of 10 or 12, but anyway there are below 900 houses — m Ana- 
costia, of all kijids. Ninety of these are business houses of some 
character, but in the majority of those 90 there is a residence above 
the business place. Just the downstairs front room is occupied by 
some kind of store, and the family, or some other family, is living 
there. But even granting that it is business, it only gives about 90. 

Senator Thompson. Getting down to where this saloon was 
located, what was the situation in the block where it was ? 

Mr. White. The retail place was at the corner of a block. Of 
course, it faces on Good Hope Road, and that particular road is 
undoubtedly 50 per cent business. 

Senator Jones. ^11 four sides of the block, or just one side of the 
street? 

Mr* White. Just one side. Of course, it is on the corner of Thir- 
teenth Street. There is no business on Thirteenth Street. Extend- 
ing aU the way up, it is residence. 

The Chairman. How far is the wholesale house from that? 

Mr. White. That is at the other end of what we call Anacostia. 

The Chairman. Two or three blocks away ? 
U Mr. White. Yes; it is four blocks away. • 

Senator Thompson. I have not got in my mind yet how that is 
situated. Is it facing this business street you speak of, or on the 
business square ? 

Mr. White. Good Hope Road is a new road, and that is at the 
comer of one block, and faces Good Hope Road; but of course it runs 
all the way back, and the side of it is on Thirteenth Street. There is 
no business on Thirteenth Street. 

Senator Thompson. How about the other streets ? 

Wt. White. On Good Hope Road there is business; but the whole- 
sale place is clearly in residence territory. 

Senator Thompson. . Describe that location. 
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Mr. White. I think there is some kind of a doctor has a place 
there. I would not call that business. It is his home. Then thera 
is this place, and a little store, if I remember right — ^I do not know 
whether there are two stores or not, I think there is one — and the 
family lives above it. They have some kind of notion store. That 
is all there is of that, and a vacant lot. 

Then across the street is a police station, and then some other 
vacant lots. 

The Chairman. Does this wholesale place do any other business 
besides a liquor business? 

Mr. White. I think not. 

The Chaibman. It sells in packages under 5 gallons 4 

Mr. White. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Has it one of these httle railings in there ta 
keep the children out ? 

Mr. White. I have not been in it. 

Senator Thompson. I thought maybe you knew from hearsay how 
it was. 

The Chairman. Proceed, Doctor. 

Mr. White. This man who runs the wholesale place bears a good 
reputation as a law-abiding citizen. 

The Chairman. How about the retail place ? 

Mr. White. I have not any positive proof, although there are peo- 
ple who tell us on the side. I neard the other day tnat a minor nad 
gotten liquor there, but I do not know that I could g^t enough proof 
to prove that; but the mother 

The Chairman. Is the place managed in a way offensive to the 
people there? 

Mr. White. No, sir. If we have got to have a saloon, I presume 
there is no objection to that man. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. White. But the strong point is this, that we certainly gave a 
dear majority of the people in Anacostia of 21 years of age and over 
as opposmg a saloon there; and they totally disregarded tne majority 
idea and simply foisted that upon us. 

Another strong point with us is that the law automatically closing 
the saloons contiguous to the navy yard would bring into our com- 
munity an imdesirable element of negroes and low-class whites. 

Senator Thompson. How far are you from the navy yard ? 

Mr. White. They are right across the river. This saloon is right 
across the river. I do not know how wide the river is, but I presume 
it is 1 ,000 feet wide. I pre sume the saloon is more than a thousand feet. 

Senator Thompson. Where does the most of this man's business 
come from in that saloon i 

Mr. White. His business has been reported to me as greatly in- 
creased since the closing of the saloons by the navy yard. 

The Chairman. Does it come mostly from the other side of the 
river i 

Mr. White. I think the increase would be from across the river. 

Senator Jokes. Most of. the other business comes from Anacostia 
or Maryland points? 

• Mr. White. There are people who drive in there. Of course, people 
can get in by Pennsylvania Avenue SE., extended, but a great many 
people come in through that Good Hope Road. 

Senator Jones. He conducts that saloon legally? 
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, Mr. White. It seems so. It is legal; yes, sir. I have been told 
that he took on more clerks after these saloons at the navy yard 
were closed, and I do know that he has an automobile and has the 
signs of prosperity. We are very much chagrined. 

Senator Thompson. Who -conducts the wholesale place? 

Mr. Shoemaker. John Madigan. 

The Chairman. You say the people were very much chagrined 
and humiliated on account of the saloon being continued there ? 

Mr. White. Yes. Our principal fight was against the retail man. 

Th€ Chairman. You feel that you are essentially a residence section t 
. Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. Because only 90 of the 900 houses — that is about 
10 per cent of the houses — of Anacostia are business houses ? ^ 

Mr. White. Yes; and more than 50 per cent of the 90 are occupied 
also as residences. 

The Chairman. More than 50 per cent of the 90 are occupied as 
i^eeddences also?' 

Mr. White. Yes. ^ 

Senator Thompson. Is the residence upstairs in these houses on 
tbia business street used ? 

Mr. White. Oh, yes, indeed; not in every house, but generally 
speaking. 

Senator Thompson. At the place where this saloon is located ? 

Mr. White. There is opportunity for residence there, but nobody 
19 living in it. 

We once had no saloons in Anacostia. I have been told this, and 
I imderstand it is substantially correct, that the saloon was estab- 
lished at Leonard's location under the law about a hotel, and there 
were doors cut between several contiguous houses so that probably 
tbree of four houses were classified as one, and as a hotel, and the 
Uoeiise was granted to that place as a hotel; but as the years went 



oa, of course the community was not awake to everything that was 
going on, and the hotel was dropped and he got a barroom license. 
Of course that hotel business was not carried on, as you know, as a 



hotel very much, and that is the reason he got that license. 

The Chairman. How many signatures were there to the petition 
protesting against the renewal ? 

Mr. White. Eight himdred. 

The Chairman. Did you say there were 1,800 people there? 

Mr. White. No; less than 1,600 by actual count. 

The Chairman. Less than 1,600 by actual count? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

Senator Jones . I understood you to say there were that many adults ? 

Mr. White. Yes; adults; 21 years of age and over. Our card 
says "I, the undersigned, 21 years of age or over." 

The Chairman. You had 800 adult signatures ? 

Mr. White. Yes; on the cards. They are down here. 

The Chairman. And there arfe less than 1,600 adults in Anacostia? 

Mr. White. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is, adults — ^men or women? 

Mr. White. Men and women. 

The Chairman. Is there anybody else here in the room who wants 
to testify? 

Senator Jones. If there is not, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we 
have an executive meeting now. 
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Senator Thompson. I want to ask Dr. White another question. 
State what the situation is in the neighborhood of this saloon with 
reference to the location of a church or schoolhouse, or anything of 
that kind. 

Mr. White. The CathoUc Church is situated on V and Thirteenth 
Streets, its front entrance facing south, and, of course, the back of 
the church running north. This saloon is located on Good Hope 
Road and Thirteenth, facing north, with the saloon running south, 
and between the southern extremity of the saloon and, the northern 
extremity of the church there certainly can not be much over 250 
feet, or 300 feet at the outside, but it is probable that the front 
entrances of the two buildings may be 400 feet apart. 

Senator Jones. Is there a rear entrance to the church ? 

Mr. White. I think there is, but it is not used much. 

Senator Jones. WeU, there is an entrance ? 

Mr. White. I would not say that. There is a room going out 
there, probably used by the priest for some purpose, and probably 
steps leading aown. ^ 

Senator Jones. You see the law says between the nearest entrances. 
It does not say between the front entrance of the saloon and the front 
entrance of the church. 

The Chairman. Is there a rear entrance to the saloon ? 

Mr. White. There is a back door and a gate. You could go in 
there if you wanted to. 

Senator Jones. Did you base any protest on the nearness of the 
church ? 

Mr. White. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. What is the situation of the wholesale house 
with relation to a school ? 

Mr. White. I do not know, but there is a large colored school over 
there. It may be 400 feet away, but it is a very close measurement. 

Senator Thompson. Could you ascertain what the fact is in 
regard to it i 

Mr. White. There is the whole question, as to how you measure. 
If you measure in a straight line 

The Chairman. A straight line between the nearest entrances? 

Mr. White. A straight line 

The Chairman. The line that a man would travel over a public 
right of way ? 

Senator Thompson. The shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. White. Some people go across this way and some that way, 
or some can go this way [indicating]. 

Senator Thompson. Is it a public course of travel in a straight 
line? 

Mr. White. Oh, the street is rimning along there [indicating]. 

Senator Jones. That is a pubhc right of way. 

Senator Thompson. That is a pubuc course. 

Mr. White. You can cross over at 'right angles and go down that 
way [indicating]. 

Senator Jones. Is there any house near to the retail saloon? 

Mr. White . No, sir. 

(At 6.15 o'clock, p. m., the committee adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, February 25, 1915, at 10.30 o'clock, a. m.) 
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INVESTIGATION OF THE CONDUCT OF THE EXCISE BOARD OF 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 



THUBSDAY, FEBBTJABY 25, 1915. 

Special Committee, 

United States Senate, 

Wdshington, D.^C. 

The special committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10.30 
o'clock a. m., in the room of the Committee on Indian AiBFairs of the 
Senate, in the Capitol. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
Dillingham. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT 0. SMITH. 

(The witnesa was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. '^ 

Mr. Smith. Robert Gibson Smith. 

The Chairman. What is your official position ? 

Mr. vSmith. Chairman of the excise board for the District of 
Columbia. 

The Chairman. How long have ^ou been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Smith. Since September 8, 1906. 

The Chairman. Where did you come from here ? 

Mr. Smith. Principally from Long Island. I had been a resident 
of Jersey City until a little before that time, and came down to Vir- 
ginia, near Mount Vernon, where I purchased a farm, and I lived in the 
city of Washington. 

The Chairman. When did you become chairman of the excise 
board? 

Mr. Smith. On the 15th of April of last year. 

The Chairman. The law requires that an inspector for the board 
shall be appointed. Have you an inspector ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. What is his name ? 

Mr. Smith. WaJdo C. Hibbs. 

The Chairman. What are his duties ? 

Mr. Smith. He, under the orders of the board, attends to inspec- 
tions, and other duties as they are put upon him, but largely, owing 
to the great number of inspections tne board has had to make, he has 
either accompanied the board on the inspections or acted as sten- 
ographer at the hearings. He is the only stenographer the board 
has or may have under the law. 

The Chairman. What was his occupation before he was appointed 
inspector ? 

141 
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Mr. Smith. I am not just sure, but he was in the office of one of 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and had been there 
for a number of years. 

The Chairman. Has he been a resident of the District for some 
years? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes; he was a former newspaper man and a resi- 
dent here for the best part of his life. 

The Chairman. He stated in his testimony that he had been 
directed to make no inspections since November, 1914. Why is it 
that he has not made any inspections ? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman, the work of transcribing the notes from 
623 hearings, held in October and September last, occupied his time 
very thoroughly, and he is not quite through yet. 

The Chairman. He was appointed under the law requiring the 
board to have an inspector, not a stenographer to transcribe hearmgs ? 

Mr. Smith. Quite so, but it is the only means the board has of 
obtaining that character of service. 

The Chairman. Are vou not allowed a clerk 'if 

Mr. Smith. We have a clerk. 

The Chairman. What is his salary ? 

Mr. Smith. $1,500 a year. 

The Chairman. And the salary of the inspector is $1,500 a year? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. That is under the law. ^ 

Senator Jones. Why did not the board select a stenographer for 
a clerk ? 

Mr. Smith. 1 do not know. The clerk is an efficient man. He 
might take notes in longhand, he is so efficient, but we had Mr. 
Hibbs employed before we employed Mr. Hart, the clerk. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that it is more the clerk's duty 
than the inspector's duty to do the stenographic work ? 

Mr. Smith. I agree with you, but we had to make the best of the 
material at hand to aid us, and with such a problem before the board 
we considered it rather inadequate and made the best we could of it. 

Senator Jones. Could j^ou not have foimd a stenographer who 
could have acted as clerk ? 

Mr. Smith. 1 doubt whether we could have gotten one. 

Senator Jones. Who is the clerk of the board ? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Hart. 

Senator Jones. Where was he selected from ? 

Mr. Smith. He comes from New Jersey. 

Senator Jones. Who selected him ? 

Mr. Smith. I did. 

Senator Jones. On whose recommendation ? 

Mr. Smith. He came to me with a letter from some friend or friends 
in New Jersey, or Jersey City particularly, and I do not just recall the 
name. 

Senator Jones. Did you know him before you selected him ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not; but I had a very long and favorable acquaint- 
ance with his father. 

Senator Jones. It was not represented that he was a stenographer ? 

Mr. Smith. It was not. 

Senator Jones. You did not make any inquiries as to whether he 
was a stenographer ? 

Mr. Smith. To be candid, I did not. 
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Senator Jones. What political influence did Mr. Hart have ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any that I am aware of. 

Senator Jones. There were no pohtical indorsements or letters 
handed in on his behalf ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at all. I knew his father, and I thought if he 
was a chip of the old block, or represented the block at all, he would 
be good enough for me. 

Senator Jones. He Uved in Jersey City ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. That was his home at the time he was appointed ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Was he appointed before or after the inspector 
was appointed? 

Mr. Smith. My impression is that he was appointed after, but 
he may have been appointed before. I will not be sure on that point. 
The record we have m the office would show that. 

Senator Jones. Has the board ever recommended any additional 
help » 

Mr. Smith. Not any; except perhaps a messenger, which the law 
provides for. 

Senator Jones. How do you expect Mr. Hibbs to do the inspection 
work, if he has to do the stenographic work all of the time ? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, the board so far has visited every situation, 
every place, where an application has been made for license or transfer. 

Senator Jones. Do you not understand that the principal duty of 
the inspector is to Iook after those places after they are licensed and 
see that they are complying with the law ? 

Mr. Smith. That has been done measurably. 

Senator Jones. Who has done it ? 

Mr. Smith. The inspector. 

Senator Jones. The inspector stated the other day that he had not 
made any inspections since the 1st of November. 

Mr. Smith. Probably not. 

Senator Jones. That is the time these licenses were granted; and 
he said he had not been directed by the board to do it, either. 

Mr. Smith. No; I guess he had not. 

Senator Jones. When do you expect him to make these inspec- 
tions to see whether or not these hcensed places are complying with 
the law 1 

Mr. Smith. That has not yet been taken up and decided, but the 
board itself keeps in constant touch with the conduct of affairs in the 
several licensed places. 

Senator Jones. Has the board made any inspection of these 
saloons since the 1st of November? 

Mi*. Smith. I think not in a general way. Special inspections have 
been made. 

Senator Jones. What special inspections have been made ? 

Mr. Smith. Several of tne places along Seventh Street SW. have 
been inspected. 

Senator Jones. When were they visited ? 

Mr. Smith. In Januarv. 

Senator Jones. By.wnom? 

Mr. Smith. By the board, consisting of Mr. Bride, Mr. Baker, and 
myself. 
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Senator Jones. Did you all three go? 

Mr. Smith. We all three went. 

Senator Jones. You all went together? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. What time in the day did you go ? 

Mr. Smith. Sometimes we would leave at 10 o'clock in the morn- 
ing and at other times at 2 o'clock in the afternoon. 

Senator Jones. How often have you made these special examina- 
tions since the 1st of November? 

Mr. Smith. Not any except that once. 

Senator Jones. How many saloons did you visit at that time? 

Mr. Smith. Well, without being positive as to the number, probably 
half a dozen or eight. 

Senator Jones. Did you make any record as to the result of your 
visit? 

Mr. Smith. No. Finding everything O. K., we made no note of it. 

Senator Jones. Those are the only places, however, that you 
visited ? 

Mr. Smith. I think so; yes. 

Senator Jones. What places did you visit? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recollect them by name. 

Senator Jones. Where were they located on Seventh Street ? 

Mr. Smith. I have not the location in mind, Senator. We go alons 
the street, and if we have not a list, we stop at every place indicatea 
as a saloon by its exterior appearance. 

Senator Jones. What did you do on this inspection? 

Mr. Smith. We go in and look as to the sanitary conditions and the 
general conduct from external appearances. 

Senator Jones. You have never been around in the city to inspect 
these saloons during the hours they are required to be closed, have 
you? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Jones. You have not seen whether they have complied 
with the provisions of the law with reference to closing ? 

Mr. Smith. No. Such work would seem to us, under the law, to 
be imposed upon the police. 

Senator Jones. What do you think about that provision in the 
law that vests the inspector with police powers ? Do you not think 
that mean something ? 

Mr. Smith. That may be necessary when he goes on an inspection. 
I have never noticed any indication of obstruction during our in- 
spections, and we have visited five or six hundred places. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that was put in the law in order 
to give him the powers of a policeman to see that the law is being 
carried out ? 

Mr. Smith. Exactly. 

Senator Jones. Why is it that the board has not directed him to 
make inspections to see that the law is complied with ? 

Mr. Smith. The board has not thought it necessary. It has thought 
that inspections sufficient have been made by the board itself. 

Senator Jones. You have made out of him simply a clerk? 

Mr. Smith. Largely so, yes. 

The Chairman. What have you to say with regard to the saloons 
that are claimed to be within 400 feet of houses oi religious worship, 
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public school houses, colleges and universities? There are 21 hero 
in a list that I have, which are claimed to be within that distance^ 
You are familiar with them, are you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Somewhat. 

The Chairman. Will you tell us what the method of the board id 
in making these measurements ? 

Mr. Smith. The measurements by the board are made by its mem^ 
bers on the right-angle course. 

The Chairman. You say by the right-angle course. How far do 
you proceed from the entrance on a straight Une before you turn on 
a right angle? 

Mr. Smith. To about the middle of the sidewalk, or path; taking 
the middle course, owing to the right of wav given to pedestrians to 
keep to the right. If you weie bound in that direction, you would 
naturally keep to the right there, and taking the center path as a 
conservative course. 

The Chairman. Some of the sidewalks of the city of Washington 
are unusually wide, are they not? 

Mr. Smith. They are beautiful sidewalks and rather wide, some of 
them. 

The Chairman. The law requires that the measurements should 

be made by the shortest course of travel from entrance to entrancew 

Why did you adopt the method of going out to the middle of a wide 

sidewalk and making these measurements, instead of turning as soon 

as you got to a comfortable distance frcm the door in which a man 

could turn in going to the church or the schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Smith. There had to be a rule to govern the board in its de- 
cisions as to measurement, and we adopted the right-angle coiu^e> 
and in order to be consistent took from the door out to the point at 
which you must turn at right angles to the right or to the leit. 

The Chairman. Exactly; but you could pursue the right-angle 
course and turn after you got 18 inches or 2 feet from the front of me 
door. 

Mr. Smith. Not always, sir. 

The Chairman. Why do you say not always. 

Mr. Smith. There may be such a thing as parking, over which the 
occupant of the premises has no control, and the turning to the right 
or to the left 18 inches from the doorway may be interfered with oy 
that parking. 

The Chairman. But suppose there is no obstruction there? 

Mr. Smith. The board feels that you can not have one course for 
one appUcant and another for another. 

The Chairman. Have you laid down in pubHshed form the rule 
in that regard ? 

Mr. Smith. No. We have consistently lived up to that habit of 
rule, however. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Smith, I want to understand about this right- 
angle measurement. Suppose this is a church on one side of the street, 
and here is a saloon over here on another street, this being a public 
street here, and you want to measure from the nearest entrance of 
this saloon to the nearest entrance of the church (indicating). Do 
you mean that you would go straight up on the sidewalk until you 
got opposite the church entrance and then go across at right angles I 
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Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Jones. Or do you mean that you would go up to the 
crossing of the other street across there and then go down? How 
would you measure ? 

Mr. Smith. We would not take any radical rule for enforcing our 
method of measurement; and where the church door is directly 
opposite a saloon, the board would decide to refuse to a license 
because of its proximity, its dangerous proximity, to the church. 

Senator Jones. Do not go on with that now. I want you to come 
tight here to my example. Here is a saloon over here across the 
street, and farther down here is a church. I want to know how 
you would measure from the nearest entrance of the saloon to the 
nearest entrance of the church ? 

Mr. Smith. In that case, both being near to their respective cor- 
ners, the church to one comer and the saloon to the otner one, we 
would take the course in that way. 

Senator Jones. What do you mean by "that way"? You would 
go up the sidewalk to the crossing and then across at right angles 
and then down to the entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Why not go straight across the public right of 
way, diagonally ? 

Mr. Smith. I say we might do it in that case, where one is almost 
opposite the other. 

Senator Jones. Would you do it ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. I know of one case, that of Gabriel, 
where we did not do it. 

Senator Jones. You say you have adopted a general rule that you 
have been consistent in following all of that time. According to 
that rule, would you do that ? 

Mr. Smith. The exception once in a while proves the rule. 

Senator Jones. In otner words, you have apphed your rule of meas- 
urement as you saw fit with reference to eacn particular place, have 
you not ? 

Mr. Smith. To some extent. 

Senator Thompson. You have not applied the rule of the shortest 
course of travel ? 

Mr. Smith. I think we have ; yes. 

Senator Thompson. You say that turning square corners would be 
the shortest course — the natural way — to travel in going from the 
saloon to the church ? 

Mr. Smith. I think so, consistent with the local law on the subject. 

Senator Thompson. You think the police regulations should over- 
turn the law which provides for the shortest course of travel ? 

Mr. Smith. I say that everybody has to pay due regard to the law 
of the land — the law of the municipahty. 

Senator Thompson. Do vou not think that the law of the United 
States Government should also be followed, as well as the poUce 
ireffulations ? 

Mr. Smith. I know of only one way, and that is to have harmony 
in applying the law. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not think there would be complete 
tarmony by following the shortest course of travel always, without 
exception, according to the law on the question ? 
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Mr. Smith. I take it that we have followed the shortest course of 
travel. 

Senatot Thompson. Your idea is that the turning of square 
comers is the shortest course of travel within the meaning of the law ? 

Mr. Smith. When you consider the police regulations which govern 
the pedestrian on the sidewalk or the street, yes. 

Senator Thompson. Then you permit the police r^ulations to 
overtxum the law in that respect ? 

Mr. Smfth. I do not say tnat. 

The Chairman. Is there anything in the police regulations requiring 
a man on leaving the entrance. on a street to go out to the center oi 
4ihe sidewalk before he turns either way in walking along the side- 
walk? 

Mr. Smith. No; but the members of the board would have diffi- 
culty in determining just how close he might go. He might be 
obstructed, and might have to walk out a little bit. 

The Chairman. Then you have added something to the police 
regulations ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Your idea is that a man on leaving the entrance 
must go out to the center of the sidewalk, no matter how wide it is ? 

Mr. Smith. Not ''must." He may have to do it and probably he 
might do it, as when a man is coming from a saloon he might meet 
some one else, and he would have to go right to the center of the 
sidewalk. 

Senator Thompson. Is that your explanation of the diflFerence in 
these measurements ? 

Mr. Smith. Such as 

Senator Thompson. There are 21 different places here in this list 
that has been submitted, where it is claimed there have been violations 
of the law. Each place it is claimed is located within 400 feet of a 
house of religious worship, a pubUc schoolhouse, a college, or a 
university. Is that your explanation in all of these cases ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, I expect so, except also that the former board 
took the same view of the situation as to measurement as the present 
board does, and placed licensees in locations that are counted among 
those 21 — or 18, I think there were. 

Senator Thompson. If you are making a measurement from a 
saloon to a schoolhouse or church, if you ascertain by the square- 
comer measurement that it is 401 feet, you permit the saloon to 
operate. Is that it ? 

Mr. Smith. It may be permitted, being over 400 feet. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember any case where you ever 
refused it when it was within that limit ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not at the present time. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not think that it, would be consistent 
and within the policy of the law to resolve that difference of 1 foot in 
favor of the decency of the neighborhood ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. In favor of the school or in favor of the church 
rather than in favor of the saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. Without any question, if there are conditions 
in evidence that would make it most desirable to abandon the saloon, 
the board would do it and do it gladly. 



148 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Jones. Did you ever do it in any case ? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, I do not recaU individual cases. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember any case where the difference 
was 1 or 2 feet, and you cut it out, resolving the doubt against the 
saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall any just now. 

The Chairman. Are you famiUar with the conditions as to parking 
in front of the saloon of John E. Mermer, 415 East Capitol Street ? 

Mr. Smith. I have been there ana measured the distance to the 
school around the corner. 

The Chairman. Is there an iron fence running on one side of the 
entrance to that saloon at that place, nearly crossing the sidewalk ? 

Mr. Smith. Out to the sidewalk, I thought. 

The Chairman. How long is that fence, do you remember? 

Mr. Smith. 1 would not uke to say, but my recollection places it 
about 30 feet, I should say from memory. 

The Chairman. Do you remember making the measurement from 
the entrance of the saloon to the public school near there ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; we did. ny ** we'' I mean the board. 

The Chairman. You measured first along the length of the fence, 
and after you passed the fence you turned and went toward the school- 
house ? 

Mr. Smith. That was the only thing we could do, sir, unless we 
stepped over the fence. 

The Chairman. Was it brought to your attention that that fence 
was put up there after this law went into effect ? 

Mr. Smith. No. I thought if it had no business being there the 
proper authorities would have it removed. 

Senator Jones. It came out from the parking, did it not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; it was on the parking. Senator. 

Senator Jones. And there was an entrance through that on one 
side, away from the school, so people could come through it — a little 
gate? 

Mr. Smith. I think there was a gate, but it was locked when we 
were there. 

Senator Jones. With a padlock? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall the character of lock, but I think likely 
a padlock. 

Senator Jones. Did you make any inquiries as to why it was 
locked. 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You did not make any inquiries about that situa- 
tion, did you, as to why that fence was put out there, or as to when 
it was put out there ? 

Mr. Smith. Conditions, as we find them, govern. 

Senator Jones. You make no investigation to see whether a thing 
has been put up to evade the law; you simply take it as you see it? 

Mr. Smith. The conditions that exist at the time of the inspec- 
tion, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do not consider that you are to see whether 
or not the spirit and intent of the law are being deliberately evaded 
or violated ? 

Mr. Smith. If such a condition was made manifest we would take 
notice of it. 
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Senator Jones. Was it not pretty manifest when this fence was 
built out over the parking there ? 

Mr. Smith. That was a regulation for the Federal authorities, I take 
it, and if it was not proper that it should be there they would have had 
it removed. 

Senator Jones. If you thought it was improperly there, you would, 
notwithstanding, go on and grant a license ? 

Mr. Smith. We never viewed that side of the situation. 

Senator Jones. Was not that situation presented to you when the 
apphcation for license came up, and was not that called to the atten- 
tion of the board ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall that. 

Senator Jones. You xio not know whether it was or not ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not. 

Senator Jones. The records will show, will they not? 

Mr. Smith. The record ought to show. 

Senator Jones. Suppose tne record shows that, as a matter of 
fact, this fence was put out there after the law was passed and that 
the evident purpose of it was to evade the law, do you not think 
that the board acted improperly in granting a license under such a 
situation as that ? 

Mr. Smith. I think if the board knew that it was put there as a 
subterfuge only to obtain a license, and if, notwithstanding that and 
in possession of that statement, the board granted a license, it may 
be considered improperly done. 

Senator Jones. The record, then, will show with reference to that ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know whether I brought that. That is not 
one of the cases you asked for. 

Senator Jones. We will ask for it. 

Mr. Smith. All right, sir. 

The Chairman. I will ask you now to send us the record in that 
case. 

Mr. Smith. I shall be glad to, Senator. 

The Chairman. You are famiUar with the location of the saloon of 
Miller Bros., at the comer of Fourteenth and Pennsylvania Avenue t 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Are there not three saloons in that block on the E 
Street side, next to Pennsylvania Avenue, besides Millers' ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; Gerstenberg's, Shoomaker's, and EngePs. 

The Chairman. Miller Bros, originally had {heir entrance on E 
Street, facing Pennsylvania Avenue ? 

Mr. Smith. Facing E Street. 

The Chairman. Tney changed that entrance around to the Four- 
teenth Street side and were granted a license, were they not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. They were first refused a license on E Street, 
and some two or three weeks afterwards they made apphcation for a 
new hcense situated on Fourteenth Street, or around the corner from 
the former entrance, for the same saloon. 

The Chairman. The location of the saloon, however, was not changed 
at all? 

Mr. Smith. Not a bit. 

The Chairman. Do you not regard that as a subterfuge ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. .The law has been strictly 
complied with. 
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The Chairman. The law probably has been technically complied 
withy but as a matter of fact there are four saloons up there on the 
one side of that block. 

Mr. Smith. I do not so regard it. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that is conclusive ? 

Mr. Smith. Because I think so^ that does not make it so. 

Senator Jones. The saloon is exactly the same as it was before, 
except the entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. The entrance is different from before, and that is all. 

Senator Jones. But the saloon is just the same, except the en- 
trance ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; except the entrance. 

Senator Jones. The law does not say that there shall not be more 
than three entrances on a block, does it? It says not more than 
three saloons. Do you construe that to mean entrances ? 

Mr. Smith. The Miller Bros, can not do business on E Street. 

Senator Jones. They are doing business on E Street. Their saloon 
is on E Street, and the entrance is on Fourteenth. 

Mr. Smith. I do not so regard it, Senator. 

Senator Jones. They are doing business just as they did before, 
except that they have a different entrance ? 

Mr. Smith. Correct. 

Senator Jones. And they are domg it in the same space exactly? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And just exactly in the same place where you 
refused the Ucense before. Is not that correct? 

Mr. Smith. A change only as to door. 

Senator Jones. Only as to door and entrance. You consider that 
as a change of business, a change in the place of business ? 

Mr. Smith. I do. 

Senator Jones. You do not consider that an evasion of the law? 

Mr. Smith. I do not. 

Senator Jones. Either in spirit or letter? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not regard that as a subterfuge in 
order to get a Ucense? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. You do not? 

Mr. Smith. Really. 

Senator Thompson. Any more than the building of a fence to 
make the distance a Uttle bit farther, or the makuig of a flower bed 
or grass plot? 

Mr. Smith. No; about the same. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, who represented Mr. Miller at the 
hearing at which his license was granted? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. M. P. SuUivan. 

The Chairman. A lawyer? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know whether he is a lawyer or not. He is a 
handy man in talking, and represented many an applicant. 

The Chairman. Were there not five saloons on that side of the 
block before this law went into effect? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Who owned those saloons ? 
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Mr. Smith. Mr. Bush, Mr. Engel, Mr. Shoomaker, Mr. Gerstenberg, 
and the Miller Bros. 

The Chairman. The board first decided to grant licenses to Gersten- 
berg, Shoomaker, and Bush, did it not ? 

Mr. Smith. I* did. 

The Chairman. Did you not instruct the assessor to issue a license 
to Mr. Bush on October 30, 1914 ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that the notice had gone forth to the 
assessor. It may have. 

The Chairman. Why did you decide to turn Mr. Bush down on 
October 30 and issue a Hcense to Mr. Engel instead ? 

Mr. Smith. The board thought it was quite within its rights to do 
so. It was not yet too late, and beheving that the best interests of 
the interested persons would be served, it changed from Bush to 
Engel. Mr. Engel was seriously involved, and Mr. Bush had a good 
lively business outside of the uquor business; and following a rule 
of the board, it does the least damage possible to either personal or 
property interests. 

The Chairman. Was not that all brought out before you decided 
to grant the license to Bush ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Who broug:ht it to your attention? 

Mr. Smith. We discovered it somehow on Friday evening. 

The Chairman. On Friday evening, the 30th? 

Mr. Smith. Friday, the 29th, was it not ? Well, that is immateriaL 
It was on Friday evening. 

The Chairman. How <ud you discover it? 

Mr. Smith. I do not just recollect. We talked as we were signing 
the jackets, and when we came to either one or the other of them the 
discussion came up, and we decided that the best interests would bo 
served by changing those two around. 

The Chairman. You mean a discussion within the board itself? 

Mr. Smith. I think so. 

The Chairman. Was there an executive session ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Gen. Smith, you had had hearings on these diflFerent 
appUcations, had you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Rather extensive hearings ? 

Afr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And the board had reached the conclusion that it 
should grant Ucenses to Bush, Gerstenberg, and Shoomaker? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you had formerly taken action to that effect I 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And this was up to the 30th of October? 

}Ai, SMrrH. If the 30th was Friaay evening. 

Senator Jones. These gentlemen nad appeared before you by their 
attorneys, had they not? 

Mj. Smith. Both in person and through representatives. 

Senator Jones. And you thought all the facts had been brought to 
your attention, did you, when you granted the license ? 

Mr. Smith. I expect so. 

Senator Jones. You know whether you did or not, do you not ? 
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Mr, Smith. Yes, sir; I suppose we did. 

Senator Jones. Who brought any additional facts to your atten- 
tion with reference to Bush and Engel and their business affairs ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall. Senator. 

Senator Jones. Did anybody? 

Mr. Smith. We were signing up the applications, for or against, 
and discussion centered on one or two of these applications as the 
work was going on. 

Senator Jones. What led to any further discussion with reference 
to these? You had already decided who should have the licenses; 
end do you not know that as a matter of fact you had directed the 
assessor to issue the licenses? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. Senator; but I am willing to admit 
that it may have been done without my knowledge. The clerk may 
have forwarded the Ust to the assessor before the time of announce- 
ment, which was Saturday morning. 

Senator Jones. He had been directed to do that? 

Mr. Smith. I have no doubt, but I can not recall that particular 
instance out of 412. 

Senator Jones. You seem to recall that some special information 
had been brought to your attention with reference to Engel and Bush? 

Mr. Smith. There are many cases that have been brought to my 
attention through the press and the investigations held here. That 
is the only way that I know it. 

Senator Jones. Had any attorneys approached you or the other 
members of the board, to your knowledge, calling your attention to 
additional facts with reference to Mr. Engel or Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Smiih. Not a soul. Senator. 

Senator Jones. Had anybody telephoned to you or the board sug- 
gesting that a change should be made ? 

Mr. Smith. Absolutely no one, without any equivocation. 

Senator Jones. Had any Senator or Representative spoken to you 
about either Mr. Bush or Mr. Engel ? 

Mr. Smith. I can not recall that they did — those particular ones. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember, then, whether they did or 
did not? 

Mr. Smith. Whether they did or did not; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You may have been spoken to by a Senator or 
Representative ? 

Mr. Smith. Not at that particular time. 

Senator Jones. I am not asking about any particular time; I am 
asking you about Mr. Engel and Mr. Bush. 

Mr. Smith. I may have been spoken to some time during the 
pendency. 

Senator Jones. Do you remember whether or not any Senator or 
Representative spoke to you about Mr. Engel or Mr. Bush after you' 
haa decided to give Mr. Bush his license ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at aU. 

Senator Jones. Had any representative of any of the brewing 
interests spoken to you about it? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at all. 

Senator Jones. Had any representatives of any political organi- 
zations spoken to you about it ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any at all, Senator. 
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Senator Jones. What particular facts about Mr. Engers financial 
condition were brought to your attention after you had decided to 
give Mr. Bush his hcense ? 

Mr. Smith. That thev had spent a great deal of money on the 
premises and had been doing an unpaying business and were seriously 
involved financially. 

Senator Jones. You remember that very distinctly? 

Mr. Smith. I remember that before the hearing — ^before the writing 
up of the announcement of for or against. 

Senator Jones. You remember that very distinctly. Who told 
you that ? . 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. You can not remember that ? 

Mr. Smith. It was neither a lawyer nor anyone interested in the 
business nor interested in Engel, that I can recall. 

Senator Jones. How do you know that, if you do not remember 
anything about who it was 1 

Mr. Smith. Well, I suppose there are some things that remain, 
or come to your attention while talking or acting, when a thing is 
not indicated by any other means. 

Senator Jones. What information came to you about Mr. Bush's 
condition after you had decided j^o grant him a license ? 

Mr. Smith. Well, it had appeared at the hearing that Mr. Bush 
had a good business outside of the liquor business. 

Senator Jones. So there was not any additional information that 
came to you about Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, not any; we just decided to change without any 
request from any outside source. 

Senator Jones. You said that you got some information. 

Mr. Smith. That was before the hearing. Senator. 

Senator Jones. I understood you to say a moment ago that you 
got some information about Mr. Engel after you had decided about 
the license, showing what he had expended, and his financial condition. 

Mr. Smith. I would like to be made clear on that. 

Senator Jones. That is what we want. 

Mr. Smith. I, personally, received no request or information from 
anyone during the Friday night or Friday afternoon that these 
licenses were being signed up. Exercising the privilege of a mem- 
ber of the board, 1 changed my mind about which of these two to 
grant. 

Senator Jones. Did the other members change their minds ? 

Mr. Smith. They evidently did. They voted against Bush and for 
Engel. 

Senator Jones. Did you explain to the other members of the board 
that you had changed your mind ? 

Mr. Smith. They knew it. 

Senator Jones. Did you tell them why ? 

Mr. Smith. They knew it. 

Senator Jones. Did you tell them why you had changed your mind ? 

Mr. Smith. I changed my mind because of the desire to do the 
least amount of damage 

Senator Jones. I did not ask you that. General. I asked you if 
you told the other members of the board why you had changed your 
mind. 
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Mr. Smith. Why, Senator, we were sitting at the table, three of us, 
and signing these things, and it came up in discussion when we came 
either to Bush or EngS, and it may have been me who said, ^'I think 
we are doing a wrong here.'' 

Senator Jones. Do you remember whether you said that or not? 

Mr. Smith. Well, it was in general conversation. I may have said 
that in some other way. 

Senator Jones. I know you may have, but I want to know whether 
you did or did not. 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall doing it. 

Senator Jones. Did the other members of the board express their 
reasons for changing their mmds ? 

Mr. Smith. In a general way we talked about the thing, but I do 
not know that they said why they would change their minds. They 
each wanted it made. 

Senator Jones. Who made the motion to change ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. 

Senator Jones. Will your records show? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; they do not show the form of vote. We con- 
sider the cases and act upon them and keep a record of the action, 
generally — ^who waspresent, etc. 

Senator Jones. Was Mr. Sheehy a member of the board then ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Bride and Mr. Baker were members? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. As a matter of fact, did not Mr. Baker suggest that 
the license should be changed from Mr. Bush to Mr. Engel? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so, Senator. 

Senator Jones. Did Mr. Bride? 

Mr. Smith. I can not say. I can not tell you who it waq brought 
the thing up, unless it was myself, saving *' Perhaps we made a 
mistake here. Let us see," and we talked about it. 

Senator Jones. You talked about it, then, did you ? 

Mr. Smith. We talked about it, the three of us, among ourselves, 
without any outside influence whatever beyond that had at the 
hearing. 

Senator Thompson. Mr. Smith, I understood you to say a while 
ago as to the difference in the manner of measurement of the various 
barrooms and saloons located within 400 feet, by the shortest course 
of travel, of pubhc schools and barrooms, that you accoimted for that 
by the difference in method of measurement ? 

Mr. Smith. Excuse me. Would you mind repeating that question ? 

Senator Thompson. I asked you a while ago if it was on account of 
the difference in method of measurement that there seemed to be a 
difference as to the 21 barrooms or saloons located within 400 feet of 
houses of religious worship and pubhc schools, colleges, or universities, 
according to the shortest course of travel; and I understood you to 
say that the way you accounted for it was because of the meas- 
unQg by square corners. 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; they are measurements that were made by 
right angles. The measurements of the gentlemen who opposed us 
were by the straight line, as the crow fhes. 
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Senator Thompson. Where they were located on the same side of 
the street^ and within a few doors, no question of that kind could 
arise, could it ? 

Mr. Smith. It should not. 

Senator Thompson. How do you account for the location of the 
Bessler saloon at 922 Penhsylvania Avenue, and the Bartholomew 
Roddy saloon, 1001 C Street N.W., both of which are stated to be 
within 400 feet of the Salvation Army Barracks at 930 Pennsylvania 
Avenue ? 

Mr. Smith. The board does not beUeve that the law intended the 
Salvation Army or any kindred religious institution to be regarded as 
a house of religious worship, within the meaning of the law. 

Senator Thompson. Do you mean to say that you think that 
Congress placed discretion in the board to determine what would be 
a proper house of worship, and matters of that kind ? 

Mr. Smith. I give Congress credit for everything that I can, but 
I have to take my lead from the langua&:e of Congress as transmitted 
through the law 

Senator Thompson. Are we to understand, then, that you do not 
regard the Salvation Army as a religious organization ? 

Mr. Smith. Maybe it is true. It is not a house of religious wor- 
ship. 

Senator Thompson. And that where they hold worship every day 
and every night should not be regarded as a house of religious wor- 
ship within the meaning of th© law?' 

Mr. SoiriTH. I think not. 

Senator Thompson. That is the reason for the location of saloons 
in the neighborhood of theu- place, then, is it? 

Mr. SkiTH. If you will permit me — — 

Senator Thompson. Dia not the Solvation Army protest on the 
ground that they were a reUgious organization? 

Mr. SkiTH. I think so. 

Senator Thompson. You reg^rdod them as a religious organiza- 
tion, did you not ? 

Mr. Smith, Oh, yes. 

Senator TjftoMPSON. What other place have they for a place of 
i«rorship than at 930 Pennsylvania Avenue— — 

Mr. Smith. In order that I may be clearly understood: According 
to the belief of the board and according to the intent. Congress 
changed the word "place" and*'dtibdtitiited "house,'' for obvious 
reasons,. we believe. 

Senator Thompson. Does not the Salvation Army hold religious 
worship within a building at that place ? 

Mr. Smcth. Yes; that would be a "'place.'' 

Senator Thompson. That is a house, is it not ? 

Mi^. SkrTH. A house is something entirely appropriated for relig- 
ious purposes. 

Senator Thompson. Oh, that is the distinction you make — that it 
lias to be a chtirch? 

Mr. Smith. We take thb intent of the law. 

Senator, Thompson. It is a house used exclusively for religious 
worship? is that it? 

Mr. Smith. That is our belirf. 

83005— PT 3 — 15 2 
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Senator Thompson. There is no provision in the law to that effect, 
is there ? 

Mr. Smith. Except that you changed the first draft of the law 
from "place of religions worship" to "house of religious worship/' 
and for obvious reasons, we believe. Of course, if you wanted all 
religious houses to be so regarded, we take it that Congress would 
have said so. 

Senator Thompson. It does say "house of religious worship," 
does it not ? That is the language of the law ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; it says "house" now. 

Senator Thompson. "Of religious worship?" 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And would you not consider a place where they 
held religious worship, no matter what denomination, every day and 
every night, to have as inuch importance as a fine cathedral that is 
closed ail the week and holds services only on Sunday ? 

Mr. Smith. I give the organization the greatest amount of credit, 
of course, but I have to follow the law and state that a place of reli- 
gious worship mav not be such as is intended by a house of religious 
worship. The Salvation Army and other religious organizations have 
places where thev doubtless do a great deal oi good, but the question 
came before the board, Is it a house of religious worship ? The board 
has decided that it is not. 

Senator Thompson. That the Salvation Army is not? 

Mr. Smith. Not within the meaning of the law. 

Senator Thompson. Then so far as that religious organization was 
concerned, you resolved any doubt of construction in favor of the 
saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not think so. We tried to be just. Like most 
other people we may go wrong in our judgment, but it is honestly 
intended. 

Senator Thompson. The real reason for not having a saloon in 
the neighborhood of a church or a school is because it is regarded 
by the public generally as detrimental to order and proper decency 
around places of that kind. Is not that right? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; that is granted. May I read one sentence 
of the law ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. [Reading:] , 

No saloon, barroom, or other place wherein intoxicating liauor is sold at retail or 
wholesale, other than hotels and clubs, shall be licensed, allowed, or maintained 
within four hundred feet of any public schoolhouse * * * or within four hundred 
feet of any now established house of religious worship. 

According to that, the board may put a hotel or a club next door 
to a church and allow Uquor to be dispensed there under Ucense. 

Senator Thompson. You do not regard the saloon, of course, as a 
necessity, do you ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

Senator Thompson. You do regard the church and the school as 
necessities, under our form of government, do you not? 

Mr. Smith. Exactly. 

Senator Thompson. If the saloon should interfere with the wor- 
ship or interfere with the school, even though it was more than 400 
feet away, do you not think the discretion allowed the board 
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ought to be exercised in favor of a proper maintenance of a place of 
relirious worship or a school ? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, the board had a particularly bad duty to per- 
form, a duty that was bound to work injury to some, and we haa to 
eliminate 112 applicants for license and estabUsh not more than 300 
places, and all those questions arose. We do not claim to be able, 
perhaps, to decide upon the intent of the law, as perhaps lawyers 
might; we simply put an honest layman's construction on the intent 
of the law and noped that it would be properly received, as the intent 
merits. 

Senator Thompson. But where there is a strong protest by a 
rehgious organization or by a large number of people as to the loca- 
tion of a s«3oon in a particular locality, do you not think the board 
should take that into consideration, resolving the doubt, if possible, 
in favor of the school or the place or house of religious worship and 
eliminating the saloon, instead of allowing it to injure the church or 
the school by its presence? 

Mr. Smith. The board would like to eliminate all from proximity 
to schools and churches. 

Senator Thompson. You have not done that in the exercise of 
your duties ? 

Mr. Smith. It has a duty to perform, a duty it owes to the saloon 
man as well as the church man, with all due respect to everybody 
concerned. 

Senator Thompson. Do you regard it as the duty of the board 
to have maintained 300 saloons in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Smith. I think largely so. . I think that when Congress made 
this law and stipulated that there should not be more than 300 
saloons at $1,500 each, it had in mind $450,000, or 300 at $1,500 
each, equalling $450,000. 

Senator Thompson. Do you think Congress had more in mind the 
pecuniary consideration than it had the moral situation of the city? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know what it had in mind. 

Senator Thompson. It did say, '*Not exceeding 300 saloons'' ? 

Mr. Smith. It did. 

Senator Thompson. And the board has construed that to mean 
300 — that you are to maintain that number ? Is that right ? 

Mr. Smith. I think that that is the intent. 

Senator Thompson. That there should be 300 saloons maintained 
in the city? 

Mr. Smith. I think so. I am glad there are not any more. 

The Chairman. You do not mean to testify. General, that you 
think there must be 300 saloons, regardless of whether they comply 
^th your rules and regulatibns?' 

Mr. Smith. Oh, my, no. Senator. I mean that as long as 300 men 
apply and are found worthy and well quaUfied by the board to con- 
duct the Uquor business in satisfactory locations, I think it is the 
duty of the board to place 300, under the law, and not to do anything 
imlawfully, or, indeed, that would be in any way reprehensible. 

Senator Dillingham. In fixing that number, did the board really 
have it in mind that the revenue to be derived was something that 
Congress was considering as being advisable or advantageous ? 
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Mr. Smith. Well, Senator, we have to take the expression con- 
veyed through the law, and we assume 

Senator Dillingham. No; just tell us how the board construed 
that ? ; 

Mr. Smith. The board thought that if vou wanted 300 not to be 
exceeded, you intended that 300 should be arrived at, and you in- 
creased the revenue from each by $500, and if we got 300 that were 
worthy and well quahfied that brought the revenue up to the same 
figure, absolutely. In fact, I think it is a httle in excess, now. 

Senator Dillingham. Then you thought that Congress really did 
have in mind the amount of revenue to be received out of this, rather 
than the control of the Uquor traffic ? 

Mr. Smith. Taking that expression here, I should say yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Ii Congress had said that it should not be less than 
100 nor more than 300, you would then regard it as necessary to 
have 300 saloons ? 

Mr. Smith. That is a phase of the situation that I have not given 
any thought to; but I should say that from the experience had in 
handling 412 appUcations from wnich to select 300, 1 think that the 
same condition might have obtained had the minimum number been 
named, as well as the maximum. 

Senator Jones. You still think that the number has to be main- 
tained unless Congress should reduce it? 

Mr. Smith. I should think so. Congress is explicit, generally. 

Senator Jones. Calling vour attention to the location of a saloon 
at 421 G Street NW., I will ask you if that is not within 400 feet of 
what is known as the Temple Business College, within a few doors ? 

Mr. Smith. The Temple Business College is not regarded as a 
school, within the meanmg of the law. In speaking of schools, the 
law says '^the pubhc schoob,'' meaning institutions for learning under 
the control of the District of Columbia. That is the view ti3cen by 
the board. 

Senator Jones. Does it not also say, ''now located or established 
college, or university'' ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You would not regard a business college, where 
hundreds of students go to obtain a business education, as an estab- 
lished college? 

Mr. Smith. In name only. I should not so regard it. 

Senator Jones. Is that true as to Frank Endres' place at 1015 I 
Street NW., which is within 400 feet of the Drillery Business College? 
The same construction prevails there, that you do not regard the busi- 
ness college which young men and women attend to obtain a business 
education as an educational institution within the meaning of the 
law? 

Mr. Smith. We do not. 

Senator Jones. And in those instances you resolved the construc- 
tion in favor of maintaining the saloons, although they may be a detri- 
ment to those schools ? 

Mr. Smith. The least damage to personal and property interests. 

Senator Jones. I will ask you as to the location of Michael Mor- 
ris's place at 3006 M Street NW., which is within 400 feet of the 
Central Union Mission and within 400 feet of a Jewish house of wor- 
ship and within 400 feet of a school ? What have you to say as to the 
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location of a place of that kind within the 400-foot limit from these 
institutions ? 

Mr. Smith. The institutions 'excepted by the law have been duly 
regarded, sir, and the board carefullv measured the distance from 
the school to the proposed saloon and found it in excess of 400 feet. 

Senator Jones. Of all of those places ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know about the Jewish house of worship. I 
do not know about that. I never have seen such there. 

Senator Jones. You examined the location, did you not, before 
locating the saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. We examined the location and measured from the 
school to the proposed bar. 

Senator Jones. General, all of these institutions protested and 
made a showing at the tune of the license hearing? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recollect. The record wifl show that, sir. 

Senator Jones. If they did, anyhow, the board did not regard that 
as an infraction of the law and exclude that place ? 

Mr. Smith. Evidently not. 

The Chairman. Returning to the Salvation Army: Why is it that 
you do not consider that a nouse of religious worship ? 

Mr. Smith. We take it from the law that a house, to be a house 
of religious worship, must be such in its entirety. 

The Chairman. What other business is carried on in the Salvation 
Army barracks besides the Salvation Army work ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. It is not a house for religious worship^ 
according to our interpretation. It may be along some lines, but we 
have not so regarded it. 

The Chairman. In order to come within this rule, that house 
would have to be devoted to some other purposes besides Salvation 
Ajpmy purposes in order to be not a house of religious worship, would 
it not ? 

Mr. Smith. No; I do not take it so, Senator. 

The Chairman. Then tell me specifically why it is not a house of 
religious worship. It is devoted exclusively to religious purposes, 
is it not? 

Mr. Smith. It may not be. There may be some course of labor 
work there. 

The Chairman. There may be ? 

Mr. Smith. There may be. 

The Chairman. But vou do not know? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. I have to be truthful. 

The Chairman. We will leave that phase of the subject now. 
The law requires that hotels with less tnan 50 rooms shaU not b© 
allowed to have saloon licenses, does it not ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know of a hotel having less than 50 rooms 
for guests wherein a license has been established. 

Tne Chairman. Why do you say less than 50 rooms for guests ? 

Mr. Smith. The law stipulates that a hotel, to be a hotel within 
the meaning of the excise law, shall have 50 rooms for guests, or more. 
You say less than 50 rooms. I do not know, sir. 

The Chairman. You do not know of any hotels in the District of 
Columbia with less than 50 rooms for ^ests that have saloon licenses t 

Mr. Smith. Not any. What the District authorities do outside of 
the excise board, of course we do not know; but they can not handle 
the liquor question. We do that. 
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The Chairman. What about the hotel of J. H. De Atley, at 1222 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW. ? 

Mr. Smith. That has not got 50 rooms. 

The Chairman. Is not that a hotel ? 

Mr. Smith. It may be in name. It may be licensed by the District 
authorities, but not by the excise board. 

The Chairman. Was it not brought out in the hearings before you 
that it was a hotel and was run as a hotel and licensed as a hotel and 
had less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. What about the place of Henry M. Marks, at 1000 
E Street NW. ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recollect whether that is within the 31 hotels 
or not. I am not sure on that point. If it has over 50 rooms, it would 
be regarded as a hotel; if not, it would be enjoying a license and it 
would be recognized as a restaurant by the excise board. 

The Chairman. Do you think the board has a right to license a 
place as a restaurant which is really run as a hotel and has less than 
60 rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know what other business is conducted there. 
They seemed adequately equipped to conduct a restaurant business, 
and that is what the excise board was interested in. 

The Chairman. I wiU give you a list of places that are claimed to 
be operated as hotels having less than 50 rooms for guests 

Mr. Smith. Senator, I beg your pardon, before you commence: A 
place may be a hotel within the meaning of the District Commission- 
ers' authority, but to be a hotel within tne meaning of the law and to 
be recognized as such by the excise board, it must have over 50 rooms. 

The Chairman. I understand. 

Mr. Smith. Oh, you understand. Pardon me. 

The Chairman. The law does not permit you to license a saloon 
in a hotel that has less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. We do not mention the word '* hotel '* in connection 
with such an estabUshment. 

The Chairman. I understand; but is it not the fact that the law 
does? 

Mr. Smith. No; I think not, sir. 

The Chairman. This is the law: 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or the character of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is shown to be objectionable to said board. 

Do you mean to say that you can construe that law to mean that 
a hotel with less than 50 rooms, or a place with less than 50 rooms, 
where they entertain the public for pay, is not a hotel? 

Mr. Smith. Not a hotel, so far as we know. 

The Chairman. The law is plain: 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than fifty bedrooms for 
guests. 

I will ask vou if it was not claimed that the following places were 
hotels with less than 50 rooms for guests before you issued your 
licenses: Geo. J. Bessler, 922 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; Gustav 
Buchholz, 1411 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; J. H. De Atley, 1222 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW.; Harvey Co. (Inc.), 1016 Pennsylvania 
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Avenue NW.; Charles Mades, 300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW,; 
Henrv M. Marks, 1000 E Street NW.; John M. Perreard, 513 Thir- 
teenth Street NW.; Jos. Schladt, 1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 

Mr. Smith. They are not hotels, according to our records. 

The Chairman. But I will ask you if it was not represented to 
you, if testimony was not developea at the hearings at the conclusion 
of which you issued the licenses, and if it was not in the evidence, that 
they were hotels ? ^ 

Mr. Smith. I think not. 

The Chairman. That they had licenses as hotels? 

Mr. Smith. I think not. We could not license such a place as a 
hotel. 

The Chairman. I mean that they were licensed by the District as 
hotels. 

Mr. Smith. Oh, Fdo not know that. 

The Chairman. Would it not be your duty, where it was shown to 
you that a hotel with less than 50 rooms was licensed by the District 
as a hotel, to decline a license ? 

Mr. Smith. I think not. 

The Chairman. I want to return, now, to the question of houses 
of religious worship, and ask you why you consider the building occu- 
pied by the Central Union mssion not a house of religious worship ? 

Mr. Smith. For the same reason, Senator, except that it is more 
positively a place where business is conducted in connection with 
religious services. 

The Chairman. What business is conducted in connection with 
the religious services? 

Mr. Smith. They have employment for wayfarers. 

The Chairman. Exactly; but is not that a part of the religious and 
benevolent purposes of the institution ? 

Mr. Smith. Well, Senator, the excise board may be mistaken; I do 
not claim that we are right in every particular; but our idea is, our 
construction of the law in its intent is, that a house of religious wor- 
ship shall be what it is meant for — a church, and such places as that; 
not a boarding house or rooming house, or any place where wood is 
chopped for the living of poor men. They are good institutions in 
their place, but the law does not say that we should recognize them as 
houses of religious worship. A house entirely appropriated to 
reHgious services would be a church. 

The Chairman. That is the construction which the board places 
on the term ''house of religious worship'' ? 

Mr, Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And the construction is in favor of the saloon — the 
estabhshment of the saloon ? 

Mr. Smith. The board did not think so, and does not yet. 

The Chairman. You have resolved your construction in favor of 
the establishment of the saloon. When the question came before you 
in behalf of those who wanted the license refused, as to whether or not 
the Salvation Army and the Central Union Mission were houses of 
religious worship, you resolved that question in favor of the saloons in 
both instances ? 

Mr. Smith. Unfortunately so, for the would-be houses. 

The Chairman. Is there a saloon near the Y. M. C. A. building ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; that of a Mrs. Klotz. 
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The Chairman. How near? 

Mr. Smith. Well, it is — ^I would not like to say. 

The Chairman. Is it within 400 feet ? 

Mr. Smith. It is more than 400 feet; it is nearly 500, if not quite. 
It is a long block from Seventeenth to Eighteenth. 

The Chairman. The board construed the law to mean that saloons 
and clubs might be located in residence districts, did it not? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. The law itself does not make any exception as to 
clubs, does it ? 

Mr. Smith. The law made many an exception for hotels and diubs. 

The Chairman. You mean the excise law? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Let me read the law: 

Hereafter no license shall be g;ranted lor the establiediiiidnt or mamtenaBce of a bar- 
room or other place for the sale of intoxicating liquors, otherwise than in sealed pack- 
ages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any resident portion of Hie District of 
Columbia. 

I will ask you if the clubs which I shall now name are not located 
in the residence districts, and if tbev do not operate bars: The Army 
and Navy Club; the Commercial Club; Century Club; Cosmos Club; 
Elks Club; Metropolitan Club; MonticeUo Club; and University 'tjub ? 

Mr. Smith. Those are all in residence districts. 

The Chairman. In other words, the board deliberately legislated 
on that subject, did it not? 

Mr. Smith. T do not think we legislated on the subject, Senator. 

The Chairman. What do you cdl it? 

Mr. Smith. I think that we made a rule that comprehended what 
was expressed, but not in so many words, by the law. 

The Chairman. Will you explain why you held that the law did 
not prohibit the location of saloons and clubs in residence districts ? 

Mr. Smith. ParaOTaph 2 and paragjraph 14 would seem to cover 
that very thoroughn'^. 

The Chairman, raragraph 2 of what? 

Mr. Smith. Of the excise law. 

The Chairman. Will you please read the part to which you re^Sf^? 

Mr. Smith. A portion of tne excise law which, upon casual reading 
by itself, would seem to exclude the granting of barroom licenses to- 
hotels and clubs in the residential portion of the District of Columbia, 
reads as follows : 

Hereafter no license shall be granted fpr the establishment or maintenance of a 
barroom or other place for the sale ot intoxicatiag liquors — 

Then on down 

The Chairman (reading) : 

Otherwise than In sealed packc^es and not to be drunk on the premises, in any 
ffdsidence portion of the District of Qolumbia. 

Mr. Smith. I have not got to the ** provided" part. 
The Chairman. I have it here- 

Provided^ That no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom on any side 
of any square, block, or tract of land where less than fifty percentum ot the foot 
frontage, not including saloons or hotels and obiba having barroom licenses under this 
section, is used for business purposes. 
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Mr* Smith. Ti^ore is one ex;ception — '' hotels and clubs.'' You will 
notice as to the wholesaler that the closing sentence there, ''nor shall 
intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside of the business dis- 
tricts as above provided/' contradicts the first part. 

The Chaebman. I am not speaking of the wholesale proposition. 

Mr. Smith. In the absence of specmc words pennitting the licensing 
of hotels and clubs outside of the business districts, thel)oard beheve 
it is clearly shown that Congress intended to make a distinction 
between a barroom as such and a barroom Ucense held bv a hotel a 
club, as is evidenced from the language just quoted. In determining 
on the 50 per eent of business frontage, the law says jou must not 
include saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom hcenses. Con- 
gress has seen fit to permit the issuance of oarroom licenses in hotels 
and clubs near sd:ioois, churches, and colleges. 

Tlie Chairman: In what instance? 

Mr. Smith. The law says that no saloon, barroom, or other place 
wherein intpxieatm^ liquor is sold at retail or wholesale, other than 
.]iotd|s and clubs, ^all be licensed, allowed, or maintained within 
400 feet of juo^ ipublic sohoolhouse or now located or established 
college or university, or within 400 feet of a now established house 
of xdl^om wrn^i measured between the nearest entrance to each 
by the shortest course of travel between such place of business and 
such public schodUiouse, college, or university, or established house 
of reb^ous woifship. 

The Chairman. There is nothing in that paragraph referring to 
residence ^ieGtionfik 

Mr. Smith. It says in that very paragraph, Senator, if you will 
excuse me, that *'no saloon, barroom, or other place wherein intoxi- 
jGsting liquar is sold at retail or wholesale, other than hotels and 
clubs." So thatthie excise board might have construed that as per- 
mitrting cbibs atul hotels to be placed right next door to any church, 
college^ school, or tiniveTsity . 

^he Ohaiiu^an. fitui tha^ is within a business district. 

Mr. Smith. Is it not an exception for a church to be found in a 
business ilistoiot 9 

The-CHA^ESiiAi^; ^f^t neceSsarily. 

Mr. Smith. It is the exception, however. 

The CHAiBMAif. It. may be the exception in some cases, but the 
law itself does not have any reference to it. 

Mr. SMiTn. Tim board thought that it was an oversight and 
treated it as ^ich. 

'i^he Chairman. They thought it was an oversight on the part of 
Congress^ 

w. &ursu. It m^ be a reprehensible thought, but it is the fact, sir. 

The 6E[Ai&MA|r. 1 will ask you. General, if you knew anything 
about the maimer in which the saloon at the Grand Hotel had been 
eondueted befipre you granted it a Ucense, in November ? 

Mr. Smith. In a general way, yes; with many things for and many 
Higl^nst. 

The Chairman. What were the charges regarding that saloon in 
tiiat hotel, if you reiaember ? 

Mr. Surm. I think that I have the record of the hearing here if 
you would like to ha,ve it, Senator. I can have it read into the pro- 
ceedings. 
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The Chairman. I will ask you what was the name of the pro- 
prietor ? 

Mr. Smith. It is a corporation. 

The Chairman. I know; but what was the name of the pro- 
prietor ? 

Mr. Smith. Charles H. Fred and Edward J. Gardner, manager and 
treasurer, appeared. 

The Chairman. I will ask you if Edward J. Gardner did not conduct 
that saloon when the old board was in operation ? 

Mr. Smith. I understand so. 

The Chairman. I will ask you if his license was not taken away 
from him at one time ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. 

The Chairman. Did it not appear in the evidence? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know that. It is last October, the beginning 
of October. 

The CHAmMAN. Was he not convicted of selling liquor to a minor, 
and was not his license taken awa^ from him, and did not that appear 
in the evidence before you when his corporation applied for a renewal 
of the license ? 

Mr. Smith. It may have. The evidence is here. I have the case in 
hand here. 

The CHAmMAN. But you do not recall ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall. I was not interested in saloons, 
much 

The CHAmMAN. Did it not appear in the evidence that he owned a 
majority of the stock in this corporation ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. And was not the organization of this corporation 
a mere subterfuge by which he proposed to secure a new license, 
knowing that he would have difficulty in getting it in his own name ? 

Mr. Smith. I can not say that I understooa it as a subterfuge. 
He came before us clean, and after reviewing the evidence I can not 
see how we could have done other than we did. 

The CHAmMAN. I wiU ask you if the police did not report that it 
was a place of public resort frequented by persons of questionable 
character? ^ ^ J- 1- 4 

Mr. Smith. The police made one report, and in the evidence it 
would seem to be another. 

The Chairman. You mean that the evidence that was adduced 
before you in your opinion contradicted the report of the police to 
such an extent that you felt justified in giving this man a license? 

Mr. Smith. The Grand Hotel was represented by Mr. Henry E. 
Davis, and he made a statement which cleared the atmospheriB some- 
what—the statement by Capt. Sprinkle, who made the dama^ng 
statement in the poUce report. 

The Chairman. We will pass from that. I will ask you if when 
you renewed the Ucense for the Ebbitt House bfir evidence was not 
adduced showing that that bar had been conducted in a disgraceful 
manner? 

Mr. Smith. No; I do not agree that we had evidence to that eflfect. 

The Chairman. And that there had been disgraceful practices in 
connection with the sale of Uquor in the Ebbitt House, in the restau-. 
rant and bar ? 
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Mr. Smith. At the request of the Anti-Saloon League representa- 
tive the room was cleared and an eflFort was made to have evidence 
Eroduced for the consideration of the board that it thought was too 
Ithy for notice, and as it was not substantiated by any other than a 
dismissed or discharged employee of the Ebbitt House, we could not 
take it as seriously as if it had been substantiated. 

The Chairman. I will ask you if the papers were not at one time 
full of the details of an orgy that took place at the Ebbitt House 
one night ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know. 

The Chairman. You do not recall that ? 

Mr. Smith. What do you refer to, may I ask, particularly and 
specifically ? 

The Chairman. Particularly the night after a football game here 
in Washington ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes • we heard all about that. 

The Chairman. Did not that corroborate what thig employee testi- 
fied to ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman. Did not the papers themselves contain details 
as to drunken women being taken out of the place and put in carriages, 
limp and almost helpless ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not remember any such publication. 

The Chairman. You do not recall that at all? 

Mr. Smith. I certainly never saw it. 

The Chairman. Why did the board hold, General, that wholesale 
liquor houses were those that sold more than five gallons ? 

Mr. Smith. We thought we would put a subclass in the wholesale 
isones — places doiujg a four and seven-eighths gallon business that 
might be in the residential district; where the big jobber must be con^ 
tinned in the business sections, such as the Clarke Distilling Co. and 
several others 

The Chairman. The law says retail or wholesale houses shall not 
be located in residence districts. 

Mr. Smith. May I ask if you have read the paragraph carefully, 
Senator ? 

The Chairman. I have tried to, sir. 

Mr. Smith. It contradicts itself plainly on the subject of wholesale. 
The closing part of the paragraph 

The Chairman. Here is the closing part: 

Nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at wholesale outside of the business districts 
as above provided. ' 

That is the closing part. That is a definite thing. 
Mr. Smith. That contradicts the upper part of the paragraph, 
which reads: 

Otherwise than in sealed packages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any resi- 
dence portion of the District of Columbia. 

That character of business is done by a wholesale estabUshment 
and not by a retail. 

The Chairman. And you would not have resolved that contra- 
diction on the side of people opposed to the existence of a saloon in 
residence districts? Did it not seem to be the policy of this law 
to exclude saloons from residence districts ? .: 
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Mr. Smith. This is not a saloon under consideration now. 

The Chairman. I understand; but is it not the policy of this law 
to exclude the liquor traffic, as such, from residence districts ? 

Mr. Smith. The law is explicit as to saloons, but not as to whole- 
salers. 

The Chairman. And you resolved that construction, a^ain, in 
favor of the location of the saloon selling less than five gjulons as 
not being a wholesale house in the view of the law. 

Mr. Smith. They are wholesalers. 

The Chairman. I mean as being intended to be located in residence 
districts. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about a fee charged hj 
Mr. Joseph C. Sheehy for getting Mr. McCarthy a license to do busi- 
ness in the Evans Building ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any more than what I have noticed in the press. 
I have not heard. 

The Chairman. Did you read Justice Stafford's decision, stating 
that to charge a fee of that kind was contrary to public policy and 
good morals ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not see the opinion published. 

The Chairman. Have you ever seen it ? 

Mr. Smith. I have not. 

The Chairman. I will state for your information now that Justice 
Stafford held that for a lawyer to charge a fee of that kind to represent 
a man to get a license. was against public policy and good morals. 
After he had charged a fee of that kind the board permitted him to 
appear before it in other cases ? 

Mr. Smiih. The gentleman referred to had been a member of the 
excise board. We were in close touch with him up to the time of his 
leaving — a manly, fearless, conscientious official, a lawyer; and he 
asked us after he left the board if we would have any objection to his 
appearing before the board as a lawyer and we told him no, that there 
could be no reason against it that we could see. We were not lawyers; 
but as long as a man's record is cleail it does not much matter 
where he performs his professional duties, as long as he gets adequate 
compensation according to the measure made by nimself . 

The Chaiemtan. Do you a^ee with Justice Stafford that a fee of 
$5,000 charged by a lawyer for an effort to get a license for a man iS 
contrary to public policy and good morals — a contingent fee ? 

Mr. Smith. Senator, I do not think that it would oe my business 
as a member of the board or chairman of the board to ask a lawyer 
how much fee he was to charge or receive for services in such and 
such a case, or to ask the applicant ^*How much are you paying your 
lawyer?'' I might just as well be permitted to ask the Anti-Saloou 
League's lawyer how much money he is receiving. 

The Chairman. We have asked him that already. 

Mr. Smith. I have not; I have not followed that matter out. 

The Chairman. He gets $2,000 a year. 

Mr. Smith. He earns it. 

The Chairman. I agree with you on that point. 

Mr. Smith. And we are not idlers. 

Senator Dillingham. May I ask you this question: Did you evet 
know that this fee was $5,000 ? 
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Mr. Smith. No, sir; I did not know anything about the fee, said to 
be S5,000, until the case was brought into court. 

Senator Dillingham. Did he continue to appear before you af tw 
that fact became known to you ? 

Mr. Smith. I think he has had one or two cases. 

Senator Dillingham. Upon what did you think that he based or 
estimated the value of his services ? 

Mr. SMrrH. I do not know, Senator. My experience with profes- 
sional gentlemen, lawyers particularly, is that they have a knack of 
estimating the value of their own services individually and charging 
accordingly, dependent upon the purse strings of the cUent. 

Senator Dillingham. Did it occur to you that in a case where 
there was a charge of $5,000, the client in such a case as that paid 
it because of his supposed influence with the board or because of the 
amount of work that he did, or the character of the work that he did ? 

Mr. Smffh. I can not say. Senator. Really, it i3 a subject that we 
did not feel it was our duty to inquire about. 

. Senator Dillingham. General, do vou not think that it would be 
an imputation upon the integrity of tne board to have a man appear* 
ing and charging those fees, he himself having formerly been a member 
of the board? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know, Senator, whether there is another 
lawyer — I can furnish the committee with the names of all the 
lawyers who appeared before the board 

The Chairman. That is in the record. 

Mr. Smith. And the number of cases handled by each and the 
board's disposition of such cases. There is not one case that tKe 
board knows about with regard to the fee or amount of the fee, and it 
does not consider that it is its duty to inquire about it. 

Senator Dillingham. Should not the board. General, in defense of 
itself and its standing, know upon what ground those appearing before 
the board are basing excessive and exorbitant charges? 

Mr. Smith. We have no way of determining what value to put 
upon the individual service, or whether he has valued his own services 
at a propler figure or not. 

Senator Dillingham. I know; but ought not the board to have 
some judgment as to whether a practitioner before it makes his 
charges upon the ground of his supposed personal influence with the 
board or upon his skill in his employment? 
' Mr. Smith. That is all foreign to the excise board. 

The Chairman. You are familiar with what has to be determined 
in order to grant a license ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. I would prefer that no lawyers appear at 
ally and I am just egotistic enough to believe that we could conduct 
the cases ourselves and arrive at at least as good a conclusion as we 
have in the past. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, there is nothing there to 
jtistify any special legal assistance for an applicant* the board itself 
can determine questions of fact in connection with all these appli- 
cations, and there is no special necessity for the services of a lawyer 
by applicants, is there ? 

Mr. Smith. Not any. I do not consider them necessarv at all. 

The Chairman. Do you see anything in the work tnat a man 
would have to do in representing an applicant that would justify a 
charge of $5,000 ? 
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< Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman. From your own standpoint — I am asking you now 
from your own standpoint, not from a lawyer's standpoint. 

Mr. Smith. A plain business man's opinion ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. I think it very excessive; but that does not make it so. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the Philadelphia 
House, General? 

Mr. Smith. No. I visited there once. 

The Chairman. Did you not visit the Philadelphia House in com- 
panv with the other members of the board and Mr. Shoemaker ? 

Mr. Smith. Down on Pennsylvania Avenue? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. Do you remember conditions that you observed 
there ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you see women drinking there, with no meals 
being served ? 

Mr. Smith. I did not see women drinking. I saw the remains of 
meals, and there was music and dancing gomg on. It seemed to be 
an amusement rendezvous for the colored people of the neighbor- 
hood or that district. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the location of saloons 
within 300 feet of slums or alleys ? Have you had any protests on 
that point. 

. Mr. Smith. We have had protests. We have protests against 
every case. 

The Chairman. Has the board declined any licenses to saloons on 
account of there being within 300 feet of an alley or slum ? 

Mr. Smith. We certainly have; but I do not just recall, really. 

The Chairman. For that reason? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; on account of the proximity which made it 
undesirable. I have in mind one that is on Third or Fourth Street. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about conditions in Jack' 
son Alley ? 

Mr. Smith. At North Capitol Street ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; it is Jackson Street. It is 32 feet wide. 

The Chairman. There arc a number of saloons within 300 feet of 
that alley, are there not ? The records will show that, however. 

Mr. Smith. Yes. They are right opposite the Public Printing Office; 
yes. There are three there, and one wholesale. 

The Chairman. When protests were made with regard to the 
granting of licenses to places within 300 feet of that auey, did you 
examine the alley ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir; we were there. 

The Chairman. And you did not consider that the conditions were 
sufficiently offensive to justify a refusal of these licenses ? 

Mr. Smith. We inquired aoout the class of business in the several 
places and found that they did not serve colored people; and as the 
colored people predominated, at least in the alley as such, we thought 
that no narm could come from that source in those three places. 
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The Chairman. Did you inspect Wylie Court, out in the north- 
east? 

Mr. Smith. Thirteenth Street; yes. 

The Chairman. Do you recall the conditions in that court? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Can you briefly describe them ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know about the conditions. I know there 
are houses there and people living in them. 

The Chairman. Do you consider that a disreputable condition ? 

Mr. Smith. I have never seen anything disreputable in it, nor has 
there been ajay evidence to warrant that belief. 

The Chairman. And you consider nothing disreputable about 
Jackson Alley? 

Mr. Smith. That is the former place ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman. Nor Snow's Court ? 

Mr. Smith. Where is that ? 

The Chairman. You do not recall the location of Snow's Court ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir; not just now. 

The Chairman. You recall the western prohibition zone case, do 
you not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Was the fact brought to your attention that at 
the time this law was enacted the western fire limit was at Thirty- 
fifth Street, and between that time and the time of the appUcation 
of two saloons for renewal of Ucenses on Thirty-seventh Street the 
limit wasextended so as to include those saloons ? Was that brought 
to your attention ? 

Mr. SMrrH. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Why did the board grant the hcenses ? 

Mr. Smith. On the advice of the corporation coimsel. 

The Chairman. Have you a copy of nis opinion ? 
-Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. On what point did you ask his opinion. General ? 

Mr. Smith. The letter of inquirv is nere, as well. 

The Chairman. Can you state briefly what the point was ? 

Mr. Smith. I would rather read it, if you will permit me, and if 
you have time. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Smith: It reads as follows: 

ExciSB Board for the District of Columbia, 

Washington f February 5, 1914* 
Dear Mr. Stephens: Referring to the hearing held before the excise board January 
29, on the change i^ the fire limits made by the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia, will you kindly give the board your views on the question? 
The board is anxious to dispose of this question as promptly as possible. 
Respectfully, 

Jos. C. Shbehy, Chairman. 
Mr. F. H. Stephens, 

AssUtant Corporation Counsel, District of Columbia, 
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C0MMISS10NBB8 OF THE District op Columbia, - 

Office of the Corporation Counsel, 

Washington^ Febrvar^ 9, 1914* 
The Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

Gentlemen: In response to your request of the 5th instant for my views on the 
question argued before the board January 29, I submit herewith the following: 

The question, as I understand it, is whether a barroom west of the westerly line of 
the fire limits as they existed on the 4th day of March, 1913, can be licensed under the 
excise law. 

I refrain from citing the provisions of the law as the provisions requested are neces- 
sarily familiar to the members of the board. It is enough to say that the answer to 
the question depends what interpretation shall be given in point of time to the clause 
"the westerly line of the fire limits as now established.*' The phrase "now estab- 
lished " is used also in the same paragraph (par. 2), in relation to colleges or uni- 
versities, houses of religious worship, etc., and the meaning should of course be the 
same in both instances. 

1. It is a general rule of statutory construction that the statute speaks from the 
time it goes into effect and not from the time of the passage of the act. (1 Lewis 
Southerland on Statutory Construction, sec. 183, Encyc, 565.) Also it has been 
held that persons are not to be governed in their actions before the statute becomes 
operative. (S^mmisv. Bennett, 22 L. R. A., 48.) 

If the words, "now established" have reference to the time of the passage of the 
act then effect is given to the act before the time prescribed by Congress, at which 
time the act went into effect, i. e., July 1, 1913. In other words, by its express pro- 
visions, the act did not go into effect until July 1, but by giving force to the language 
used as of the 4th day of March, effect is given to the act as of that time, that is to say, 
the act was in effect and the 2uct was not in effect. Either the act became effective . 
on the 4th day of March, or it did not. The plain provision of the law is that it did 
not. Therefore, no effect can be given to the language until the time it went into 

effect. 

* « « « « * * 

Respectfully, 

Aisi^nk ; Corponaion ff^ftimeL 

The Chairman. Why did you not consult the corporation' counsel 1 
instead of the assistant, General? 

Mr. Smith. The letter of inquiry was sent to his office. 

The Chairman. But you addressed your letter of inquii^ to the 
assistant corporation counsel? 

Mr. Smith. He is the man who represented the corobrAtion coun- 
sel's office at the hearings held on this subject, and/ beJl^^iBg^ that he 
was in touch the closest, he was the one addressed. 

The Chairman. Have you revoked any licenses sinoci the be^- 
ning of this license year ? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. The revocation of licenses rests on the excise 
board only after police court conviction has been had; After one 
conviction we may revoke a license. On two convicUons^we must 
revoke a license. 

The Chairman. Did you bring the papa^ that were asked for? 

Mr. Smith. All the papers are here, 1 bdieiV!Hd, aad.<evwytiiing in 
connection with the several cases mentioned in my subpoena or sum* 
mons. 

The Chairman. Is there anything else that occurs to you?, If so, 
we would be glad to have you give it. If there is anytmng else you 
wish to say we should be very glad to hear it. 

Mr. Smith. There are so many things that I would like to say 

The Chairman. If you wish to take a recess now, you may do so, 
and you can come on later this afternoon or in the morning; or if you 
wish, we may go ahead now. I do not think we have any more ques- 
tions to ask you at this time. 
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Mr. Smith. There is evidence, according to the daily papers, that 
seems to the board to be eminently mifair. We are charged with 
being culprits, evidently, and not permitted to face our accusers. 

The Chairman. You will be permitted to face them — all the wit- 
nesses that testified. 

Mr. Smith. We had not been invited to be present, and fearing 
that was the desire, we did not want to intrude, so that we were not 
here until you sent for us. 

The Chaikman. You are invited to be present, and you will be 
furnished with a written transcript of all the testimony and be given 
every opportunity to answer. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. That is all we want. We wanted to 
show that the performance of our duty has been done as fearlessly 
as duty ever was performed, without the dictate of any outside influ- 
ence whatever. We were only trying to get at this law and put it 
into force and effect honestly and perfectly. You can not please all 
sides, you know. 

The Chairman. You said that evidence has been given here that 
was unfair. You wlQ be given every opportunity to answer that. 
If you would rather take the printed record of the evidence and read 
it all, so as to be sure that you get it, and answer it, you may do that, 
or you may proceed to answer it now, just as you please. 

Mr. Smith. Senator, as this accusation, or tnese accusations, 
amount to so much in the hfe of myself, or what remains, as well as 
that of my colleagues, I desire to be set straight and right, and that 
I must have. My whole career through my life has been an inde- 
pendent, honest effort. I would hke to have an extract from the 
evidence and have time to prepare an answer. 

TESTIMONY OF JOKS J. MADDEN. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. Madden. John J, Madden. 

The Chairman. Are you a resident of the District of Columbia 1 

Mr. Madden. I am, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have you been such ? 

Mr. Madden. Since 1902, I think. 

The Chairman. Where did you come from to this District ? 

Mr. Madden. I came from rhiladelphia here. 

The Chairman. Are you operating a saloon? 

Mr. Madden. I am, sir. 

The Chairman. At what place ? 

Mr. Madden. 401 Four-and-a-half Street. 

The Chairman. When were you granted a license? 

Mr. Madden. It was the 14th of August. I bought the license. 
I bought where I am now. I surrendered my old license and bought 
this one. 

The Chairman. Did you make an effort to get a Ucense when you 
were represented by Mr. Sargeant ? 

Mr. Madden. Sargeant never represented me at the board at all. 
I made an effort to get a license up on Fourteenth Street, 2006; a 
man by the name of Stubblefield owned the property, and Sargeant 

83005 — ^PT 3 — 16 3 



172 EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIGT OF COLUMBIA. 

was interested in it, and Stubblefield was to pay Sargeant, I think, 
$750 if I was successful in getting the Ucense. 1 had a hearing, and 
the board rejected the license. Sargeant came to me a^ain and told 
me there was a place out on First Street NE., near New York Avenue, 
and he took me out there and showed it to me and said that he had 
this piece of property for sale. I told him the place did not look to 
me to be 50 per cent business there, and I told him I would not bother 
with it. So Stubblefield persuaded me to make application for that 
place, and I had a hearing before the board, and the board went out 
and found that there was not 50 per cent business, and I told Sargeant, 
I said, '^Look here, I told you there is not 50 per cent business tnere." 
I put up some money with Sargeant, and half the money that I de- 
posited with him 

The Chaibman. For what purpose did you put up the money ? 

Mr. Madden. In good faitn, to bind the property, with the ex- 
pectation that I womd get a Ucense, you understand. 

The Chairman. Did you pay anything to anybody to represent 
you before the board at that time ? 

Mr. Madden. Alec Bell represented me before the board. 

The Chairman. At that time ? 

Mr. Madden. In the two cases. There was another case up on 
B Street between Tenth and Eleventh. Sargeant got that place for 
me. There was a protest around there, and I did not expect to get 
the license because I did not know — the commission merchants 
around there protested, and I lost out there. So I made up my 
mind to buy a place and siirrender my old license. I went down and 
bought Hogan out on Four-and-one-half and Virginia Avenue, 
surrendered my license to the board and put up a new Duilding there 
and fixed it up andgot a license. 

The Chairman. Inat was the fourth attempt ? 

Mr. Madden. Yes, sir; it was not any transfer at all. It was 
bought. I surrendered my old license. 

The Chairman. Who represented you at that last hearing ? 

Mr. Madden. Alexander H. Bell and Joseph C. Sheehy. 

The Chairman. What did you pay them? 

Mr. Madden. I paid Sheehy $1,100, and I paid Alexander Bell 
$200. 

The Chairman. Why did you employ Mr. Sheehy? Were you 
not satisfied with Mr. Bell ? 

Mr. Madden. I wanted to see Sheehy — I knew he would take the 
case. I wanted to see him. He said he would not take the case 
without Alexander H. Bell going in with him; he would not put 
Mr. Bell out of the position, because he was my attorney all the time. 

The Chairman. Were you influenced by the fact that Mr. Sheehy 
had formerly been a member of the board ? 

Mr. Madden. No, I was not; not at all. 

The Chairman. Had you known Mr. Sheehy before ? 

Mr. Madden. I had; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You knew he had been a member of the board ? 

Mr. Madden. Sure. 

The Chairman. Did Mr. Sargeant ask you why you did not let him 
represent you that last time ? 

Mr. Madden. No; he never represented me at the board at aU. 
Sargeant told a story there yesterday; he never represented me 
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The Chairman. What is Sargeant ? Is he a lawyer ? 

Mr. Madden. I do not know. He is some kind of a real estate man 
and dabbles aroimd in real estate. 

The Chairman. Did you teU him that it took money to get through 
a thing of this kind? 

Mr. Madden. Not at all; no, indeed. I did not teU him anything 
of that kind. No, indeed. Why should I have done that ? 

The Chairman. It evidently did take $1,300. 

Mr. Madden. That was Mr. Sheehy's price, and I paid it to him. 
I wanted to get the business. That was between me and Mr. Sheehy. 
Mr. BeU charged me $200. 

The Chairman. What had Bell charged you before ? 

Mr. Madden. $100 before, on the three cases that I lost out on. 
. The Chairman. When was it that you got that license ? 

Mr. Madden. It was in August. 

The Chairman. I mean, through Bell and Sheehy ? 

Mr. Madden. It was in the month of June, I think. 

The Chairman. Of 1914? 

Mr. Madden. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And your license was renewed on November 1 ? 

Mr. Madden. Yes, sir; and I surrendered my old license when I 
got the other. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN E. GATTS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Yom* name is John E. Catts ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What is your position ? 
. Mr. Catts. I am acting lieutenant; Metropolitan police. I have 
been detailed since the 22d of last August in regard to enforcing 
the Kenyon law. 

The C^iRMAN. Are you a member of what is known as the vice 
squad? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you had occasion to examine conditions in 
any of these hotels where bars are conducted ? 

Mr. Catts. Well, as far as the bar itseK is concerned, that is out 
of our line of work. The only bars which we are concerned with are 
where women of questionable character gather, summer gardens, 
and so on. We made it our business to go aroimd those places in 
order to see who were around there, and so on. 

The Chairman. What were those places ? 

Mr. Catts. Gardner's, the Grand Hotel, Fifteenth and Pennsyl- 
vania avenue. 

The Chairman. They are known to the vice squad as places were 
women of questionable character resort? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that still known as that sort of a place ? 

Mr. Catts. He closed his summer garden on, I think, the 16th of 
this month. I had a warrant for Mr. Fred for selling liquor to minors, 
two young girls, and I served that warrant on January 15, on Friday. 

The Chairman. A warrant for serving licmor to minors ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. On the followmg Saturday he closed the 
summer garden. His hotel and bar have always been, as far as I 
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could observe, conducted in a very good manner; but the summer 
garden was just the opposite. It was a very bad place, which I 
testified to before the excise board in the hearmg. . 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, when liquors are served in 
that summer garden, do they not come from the bar ? 

Mr. Catts. Oh, yes. They have waiters that run backward and 
forward to and W the bar/ 

The Chairman. It was practically a bar ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. Of course, the bar itself is located on Penn- 
sylvania Avenue, just next door to PoU's Theater. This summer 
garden is in a basement right back under the hotel. 

The Chairman. You testified that Mr. Gardner had been engaged 
in a business of that character? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What other place is known as a place of that kind, 
Lieutenant .? 

Mr. Catts. There were two cases before the excise board. One is 
the Tremont Hotel. 

The Chairman. What did you testify as to that ? 

Mr. Catts. We — when I say ''we'' I mean myself and the man 
that works with me, Mr. Howes — took several unmarried parties 
out of there. On one occasion I think we took two couples, two 
men and two women, and on another occasion I think it was five 
couples we took out, all charged with fornication. 

Tbe Chairman. About what time was that ? What was the date 
of the visit ? 

Mr. Catts. On August 27 we took out two couples, two men and 
two women, and on September 5 it was three couples we took out. 
We took out three couples. When I went on this work I got infor- 
mation that that kind of business was goii^ on there, with unmarried 
couples occupying rooms, and so on, and in making an investigation 
I an'ested these people. 

The Chairman. Did you testify to all this before the excise board ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. In connection with the hearing on the question of 
granting them a hcense ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Catts. Well, I know that it is frequented by colored women of 
questionable character, some of them that I know to be prostitutes; 
a large number of them. It is frequented by a large number of 
women of questionable character, prostitutes. 

The Chairman. Have you ever testified to that fact before the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Catts. No; I was not summoned on that case at all. 

The Chairman. They never asked you about that? 

Mr. Catts. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you any other places Us ted as places of that 
character ? 

Mr. Catts. The Marks Hotel. 

The Chairman. Tell us about that. 

Mr. Catts. Tenth and E Streets. Right now it is being frequented 
by the same kind of people. 

The Chairman. That is now being frequented by them? 
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Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. Unless we find these people violating some 
specific provision of the law we can not take any action. They go 
Inere and drink, and congregate there. It is a meeting place for 
women of questionable character. They meet men there and take 
them out, and so on. 

The Chairman. How long has it been such a place ? 

Mr. Catts. He opened a summer garden about the. time — -just 
before his Ucense was granted, I think, when he first made applica- 
tion, and the captain of the precmct reported on his license and he 
was not, as near as I can remember, conducting this summer 
garden 

The Chairman. Was his place a questionable place ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir; but I was gomg to say, before the license was 
granted, while it was pending, I c^ed the captain's attention to this 
fact and he made a supplementary report to the excise board that 
they had opened up a summer garden, and so on; but I did not hear 
anything more from it. 

The C&AiRMAN. You were not asked to testify regarding it ? 

Mr. Catts. No, sir. 

The Chairman. What other place. Lieutenant, did you have on 
your list ? 

Mr. Catts. We will take those three. They are about the worst 
in the city — as bad as they could possibly be. The Grand, before they 
closed the summer garden, was very bad. It is a very quiet place 
now, because without that summer garden they do very little busmess. 

The Chairman. There is no reason why they should not reopen 
that summer garden again when simimer comes, is there ? 

Mr. Catts. As I understand, Gardner closed his summer garden 
on the advice of his attorney. His case is pending and will be tried 
in a few days. 

The Chairman. Cases are now pending against him for selling to 
minors? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir; two cases. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the Joseph Schladt 
place, at 1238 Wisconsm Avenue ? 

Mr. Catts. No, sir; I do not know. I know where it is, but we 
have had to confine ourselves to the down-town section, and we found 
lots to do. That is over in Georgetown, and we have not gotten 
over there yet. 

The Chairman. Do you know anjrthing about conditions in any 
of those alleys ? Do you know anything about conditions in Jackson 
Alley? 

ifi*. Catts. No; I know it is occupied by colored people, and so 
on, but I do not know anything that is particularly wrong there. 

The Chairman. Or Snow's Court ? 

Mr. Catts. All those are about the same thing. As I said, my 
specialty is looking after the Kenyon law. I do not know anything 
of that kind in those places. 

The Chairman. Have you found anything of that kind in connec- 
tion with any of the saloons that are being conducted as such ? 

Mr. Catts. Only these that I stated. 

The Chairman. You do know that those three places you have 
mentioned are notorious places and have been for a long time ? 
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Mr. Catts. No, indeed. Marks's Hotel at Tenth and E opened 
their summer garden along about last October, and since tiiat time 
it has been running. I entered those places one night with Mr. Shoe- 
maker — the Marks, the Grand, and the Philadelphia House — and on 
those occasions we foimd conditions very bad; but we visit them, as 
far as that is concerned, ourselves, sometimes every night 

The Chairman. And the Grand Hotel has had that reputation 
for a long while ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. For how long ? 

Mr. Catts. They lost their license at one time on accoimt of selling 
to minors. 

The Chairman. For a year or two ? 

Mr. Catts. At least that. 

The Chairman. What is the other place? 

Mr. Catts. The Philadelphia House. 

TESTIHOISTT OF MASOlf L. HOWES. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Howes. Mason L. Howes. 

The Chairman. What is your position? Are you a detective? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir; detailed with Lieut. Catts. 

The Chairman. You are on the Washington police force? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What do you know about conditions at the Grand 
Hotel ? 

Mr. Howes. The Grand Hotel is one of the worst places in 
Washington. 

The (^L^iRMAN. How long has it had that character, Mr. Howes, to 
your knowledge ? 

Mr. Howes. For several years. In the year 1912 conditions were 
very bad, and Mr. Simpson, a member of the first precinct, and myself 
went there on one occasion and found a young girl there, 18 years old. 
Mr. Gardner was charged with selling to minors. His license was 
revoked. He had no hcense from that time up until just before the 
last inauguration. He had organized a hotel compan^^, and got a 
license at that time. After that for about perhaps eight or nine 
months or a year, he did not conduct this garden and dance hall. For 
the past year or more he has had this summer garden, which is inclosed 
in the wintertime in glass. There is a dance hall there and music, and 
a lot of prostitutes and women of questionable character go there to 
meet men. 

The Chairman. Do they use the rooms there in the hotel for their 
purposes ? 

Mr. Howes. No, sir; I have no knowledge of their ever using any 
rooms there. They usually go elsewhere. 

The Chairman. It is rather a place of meeting, where they make 
their arrangements and go to other places ? 

Mr. Howes. And then go elsewhere; yes, sir. 
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The Chaibman. Did you testify to that situation before the excise 
board? 

Mr. Howes. No, sir. I was ordered to go there on this date, but it 
happened that I had a summons in the criminal court on the same 
date. 

The Chaibman. I beUeve Lieut. Catts said he testified to it. 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. What do you know about the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Howes. I never was in the Philadelphia House but once or 
twice. Conditions were very bad on that occasion. 

The Chaibman. When was that ? 

Mr. Howes. About the first of the year, some time. 

The Chaibman. Who is the proprietor of the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Howes. A man by the name of Edelin. 

The Chaibman. Is he a colored man or a white man ? 

Mr. Howes. A colored man. 

The Chaibman. What did you see there that was bad? 

Mr. Howes. I saw a lot of colored prostitutes, women ot that char- 
acter, singing and dancing, and a lot of noise — a very bad place. In 
our work we find that quite a nmnber of these people we have ar- 
rested met in those places and went away from there. 

The Chaibman. People that you have aiyested often go to other 
parts of the city ? 

Mr. Howes. They have told us that they came from there. 

The Chaibman. From the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. In other instances we have followed them 
away from there. 

The Chaibman. What do you know about the Marks place? 

Mr. Howes. That is just about the same class as Gardner's; per- 
haps a Uttle worse at the present time. 

The Chaibman. How long has it borne that character? 

Mr. Howes. Since last October. He opened that place before a 
license was granted. He started this garden, but the conduct of the 
place did not develop so bad until after the license was granted. 

The Chaibman. What takes place there? 

Mr. Howes. Prostitutes and women of that character go there 
every night and meet men there. 

The QaAiBMAN. What other places do you know of that are of a 
questionable character, where there are saloons ? 

Mr. Howes. I can not say that any of them are very bad at the 
present time. We both testified about the Tremont House before 
the excise board. We took five couples out of this hotel on two 
different occasions. 

The Chaibman. Did you testify as to that before the excise board ? 

Mr. Howes. We did; yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. When did you take these couples out ? 

Mr. Howes. On August 27 and September 5. Other than its being 
used for that kind of a place, the bar itself appeared to be conducted 
properly. I also testined against the Park Hotel, at Eleventh and 
New York Avenue. 

The Chaibman. What about that? 

Mr. Howes. It was a place of the character of the Grand Hotel and 
Marks', only not quite so bad. 

The Chaibman. Who is the proprietor of that place ? 
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Mr. Howes. At that time Frank Endres was proprietor. I under- 
stand since it has been transferred to his brother. 

The Chairman. Where is the Park Hotel ? 

Mr. Howes. At Eleventh and New York Avenue. 

The Chairman. Do you know how many rooms it has ? 

Mr. Howes. I think it has about 30. 

The Chairman. You say you testified against that place before 
the excise board? 

Mr. Howes. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What did you testify about it there ? 

Mr. Howes. Just as to the character of the place; about the women 
that frequented the place. It was a place where they had a dance 
hall and music, and a great many immoral women visited the place 
of evenings. 

The Chairman. I would Uke to ask Gen. Smith one more question. 
Mr. Smith, have any Senators and Representatives interested them- 
selves in obtaining hcenses for any saloon people here in Washington ? 

Mr. Smith. There have been. 

The Chairman. Who were they ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall them by name. I am not very well 
known to the Members of either House of Congress. 

The Chairman. How .do you know they were Senators or Rep- 
resentatives ? 

Mr. Smith. It came on paper. 

The Chairman. There were letters from them, were there? 

Mr. Smith. Letters and verbal commimications. 

The Chairman. You do not recall the names ? 

Mr. Smith. No. 

The Chairman, Are those letters a part of your records in con- 
nection with the cases? 

Mr. Smith. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Have you preserved those letters? 

Mr. Smith. I do not thmk I did. 

The Chairman. Will you see if you have them and let us have 
them ? 

Mr. Smith. I will. I will look in my desk, with pleasure. 

ADDITIOITAL TESTIMOITY OF JOHIT £. CATTS. 

The Chairman. Lieut. Catts, do you recall any other place of 
questionable character ? 

Mr. Catts. The Park Hotel, on New York Avenue. 

The Chairman. Tell us about that. 

Mr. Catts. That place is now being frequented. While they do 
not have music, as they used to have, it is frequented by about the 
same class of people; not quite as bad as those I mentioned, but 
still there is quite a few of them go there. 

The Chairman. That is, to the Park Hotel ? 

Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long has it been a place of that character? 

Mr. Catts. Several years. 

The Chairman. Did you testify to that faxjt? 
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Mr. Catts. No, sir; I was not subpcBiiaed in that case. 
The Chaibman. Mr. Howes stated that he testified ? 
Mr. Catts. Yes, sir. 

TESTIMOITY OF DE. JOHN T. COLE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your residence ? 

Dr. Cole. 820 H Street NE. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a citizen of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Dr. Cole. Since 1892. I was appointed physician to the poor in 
the community in which I live now, and I have served in that capacity 
ever since. 

Tha Ch/lirman. What is the State of your nativity ? 

Dr. Cole. Virginia. 

The Chairman. Did you come here from Virginia? 

Dr. Cole. From Alexandria. 

The Chairman. Is there a saloon now located near to you ? 

Dr. Cole. Right next door to me, sir. 

The Chairman. What saloon is that ? 

Dr. Cole. It is owned by Timothy Hanlon. 

The Chairman. When was it estabUshed there, Doctor ? 

Dr. Cole. Just about a year ago to-day, I think. It was opened 
up and a license was granted in November, 1913. 

The Chairman. The hcense was granted by this present excise 
board ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And renewed last November? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. It was a case of transfer from what was sup- 
posed to be the slums. Wyhe Court has been mentioned in the pro- 
ceedings here. They came from Wvlie Court there into a respectable 
community, a respectable section oi the city in the northeast section. 

The Chairman. Proceed, Doctor, and tell us what protest was filed 
£^ainst that transfer, and why. 

Dr. Cole. Well, it was in close proximity to $500,000 of property 
interests in the immediate block on either side of the street. Ninety 
per cent of the property owners protested, especially on the square 
in which the saloon was located. Opposite, on the opposite comer, 
there was a Jewish synagogue. I suppose it had about 50 or 60 
members. 

The Chairman. You mean just across the street from the saloon? 

Dr. Cole. Directly opposite. 

The Chaibman. About what distance? 

Dr. Cole. Just the width of the street. I can not tell you the 
exact distance. Anyhow, it is certainly within 300 feet. The syna- 
go^e people protested. They even took their charter down of their 
fitue church, and it was thrown out, just hke it was a piece of chaff. 
I was in hopes that Judge Strasburger would have been subpoenaed 
here tiii$ morning to bear me out in some of my statements. He is 
tha son-in-law of the owner of this house in wnich this little syna- 
gogue was, and they were negotiating for the property in order to 
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build a church, and they learned that the saloon was coming oppo- 
site them and that a license had been granted, and that blocked the 
deal. Since then they have bought a building at the comer of Eighth 
and I Streets, two blocks from the location where they were formerly 
located. 

The Chairman. Was that fact laid before the board ? 

Dr. Cole. Certainly. They had the charter granted by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

The Chairman. They wanted to buy this house exclusively for 
religious purposes ? 

Dr. Cole. That is what they wanted to buj^ it for, for use exclus- 
ively for reUgious purposes. There was a mission, which I did not at 
the time place very much weight upon, because it grew up there spas- 
modicaQy, during the pendency of this man's apphcation. It con- 
tinued up imtil a few weeks ago, and that was stopped by some 
influence from the hquor people or the poUce department, x ou can 
not get any protection out there from the poUce station in that 
section, I am very sorry to state, particularly as pertaining to saloons. 
TTiey talked up this saloon in the hearing as though it was the buflFet 
of the Metropohtan Club or the WaldorPAstoria. It could not have 
been praised any higher by either the Ueu tenant or the captain of that 
precinct. 

The Chairman. Is your office in your residence ? 

Dr. Cole. It is. I have been located there for 17 years, right in 
that house. 

The Chairman. And the saloon is next door ? 

Dr. Cole. The saloon is next door. 

The Chairman. How many other residents in that same block are 
there ? 

Dr. Cole. There are three private residences there now, but there 
are stores in the block. Most of those stores are owned by Mrs. 
Hughes, who owns the corner residence, or practically next to the 
comer, and they are tenanted by people and nave been for years, on 
both sides of the street. All of those houses are tenanted by people. 

The Chairman. You mean for residence purposes as well as busi- 
ness purposes ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir; I have had patients in that block 20 years, right 
along, on both sides of the street. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, then, it is as much of a resi- 
dence section as it is a business section ? 

Dr. Cole. Just as much of a residence block and street as it is a 
business block. 

The Chairman. Is it more so ? Would you say it was more so ? 

Dr. Cole. No; I suppose on my side of the street there are about 
six or seven stores. On the opposite side there are all stores, but 
hey are occupied above by tenants. 

The Chairman. Are all those stores occupied above by tenants ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, with the exception of one over a hardware store. 
That is the only one in the blocK not occupied. 

The Chairman. How about the streets on the side of that block? 

Dr. Cole. Entirely residential, north and south; entirely residen- 
tial. The only business houses are on H Street. 

The Chairman. You say 90 per cent of that block protested against 
this saloon? 
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Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. As well as the people across the street who wanted 
to establish a synagogue ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. You have the records right there, and a copy 
of my papers filed with the excise board. I went over them thor* 
oughly with Gen. Smith at the time of the hearing. At his own 
request I sat at the table there, and he asked me to cite those houses. 

The Chairman. And the people on all the other three comers 
opposite the saloon made protests ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. Mackall Bros., the druggist, who has been there 
foryears 

The Chairman. What reply did Gen. Smith make to representa- 
tives on that question? 

Dr. Cole. They did not say anything; they simply reserved their 
decision, and then it came out two or three weeks later. 

The Chairman. How has that saloon affected your business i 

Dr. Ck>LE. It has affected it quite materially. I have noticed a 
falling off in my lady patients. 

The Chairman. Y om* lady patients ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. Of course, there are a number of them that 
would come no matter where I was located; but there are patients 
that it is objectionable to, especially during the summer season. 

The Chairman. How has it affected the peace of your family? 

Dr. Cole. They are distiu'bed at night. You can near the boister- 
ous conversation in the saloon right under my bed chamber, and it is 
very obnoxious. 

The Chairman. Have you any further statement? 

Dr. Cole. I would like to go fiirther. 

The Chairman. Go ahead and give us all you know in regard to it. 

Dr. Cole. On the night of the 21st of October I attended a joint 
meeting of the anthropological society and the medical society at 
the Puolic Library, and I walked down Ninth Street with a fnend 
of mine, Dr. Johnston Elliott. I was in hopes to have had him here 
to-day. I met the attorney who represented Mr. Hanlon in his appli- 
cation for a hcense in November, and I stopped him. We recog- 
nized each other on the street, and he said, "Well, we are going to 
get that license; you might as well get ready to move out. The 
saloon wiU move you away anyhow.'' I said, "I will not do it.'' He 
says, ''Come down to see us on the 1st of November, and we will buy 
your property." 

The Chairman. Who was that ? 

Dr. Ck)LE. That was the attorney, Mr. Keane— ^Michael J. Keane, 
He says, ''We are going to get the license." This was fom* or five 
days after the hearing. He said, "You might as well sell yom* prop- 
erty; we are going to get it — we are going to get a license, ana you 
will get tired of making complaints before another year rolls aroimd." 
I said, "I do not think I will get tired." 

The Chairman. This Michael J. Keane was one of the lawyers who 
rcOTesented Mr. Hanlon ? 

Dr. Cole. One of the lawyers who represented Mr. Hanlon in the 
hearing last November. 

The Chairman. Is Mr. Hanlon the owner of the saloon? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. He said, "It cost us $12,000 for that man to 
get in there." 
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The Chairman. This lawyer told you it cost $12,000 for Hanlon to 
get in there ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir. I said, ''What do you mean by that? It cer- 
tainly could not have cost over a thousand dollars. In fact, I have 
had it variously estimated, and it would not amount to $1,500." He 
said, ''I mean, attorneys' fees and other things." 

The Chairman. Attorneys' fees and other things ? 

Mr. Smith. Did that amount include the stock, fixtiu'es, good will, 
and the property — the real estate ? 

Dr. Cole. He said it cost him that much money to get into the 
place. 

Mr. Smith. It would make a difference whether he owned the 
property or not. 

Dr. doLE. No; he rents the property. I am getting a little bit 
ahead of my story. 

The Chairman. Go ahead in your own way. 

Dr. Cole. In April, 1914, after several unsuccessful attempts to 
interview Mr. Sheehy relative to the conditions next door to me — a 
license had been granted since, in fact. This was in April, which is a 
few days before he resigned. I was never able to have an interview 
with Mr. Sheehy. He was always closeted, and I could not see him. 

The Chairman. That is, while he was chairman of the board ? 

Dr. Cole. While he was chairman of the board. I could not get 
him at his house or at his private office. Finally, one Friday evening, 
I did locate him. His pnone was not in order. I believe the wire 
had been clipped for a time, for 10 days, at his house. He came to 
the phone and I told him who I was and that I had been trying to 
have an interview with him. He says, '^What about?" I said, 
^^Relative to the conditions next door.*' He said, ^*You come down 
to my office to-morrow morning at 10 o'clock and I will give it to you 
right in the teeth.'' This coming from the chairman of the excise 
board! I said, '^What is that you said, sir?" He said, *'You know 
damn well what I said," and ne repeated it. I said, '*I am going to 
give you all the troubles I can. I will not come to see you." So I 
mimediately came up to the Capitol and saw several gentlemen whom 
I had the honor of being acquamted with and have Imown for a good 
many years. Among tnem was Senator Jones, to whom I had been 
introduced by a Representative. I related my story to him. That 
was on a Saturday morning that I interviewed Senator Jones, and the 
following Tuesday Sheehy's resignation went in. Since then he has 
been appearing before the excise board as an attorney, as we all know. 
I have talked with Gen. Smith and talked with Mr. Baker personally 
and made a* personal appeal. I had a friend, a Representative, write 
a letter in my behalf. You have them on file there in my papers. 
It was a very strong appeal. No attention whatever was paid to it. 
It did not get the snghtest consideration. 

The Chairman. Doctor, had any saloons been operating in that 
neighborhood before that time ? 

Dr. Cole. There had been a saloon on the corner of Eighth and H. 
This is at Ninth and H. 

The Chairman. But in that block ? 

Dr. Cole. No; that was simply transferred from the slums into a 
respectable community. You nave the data right there, just as they 
have it on file at the excise board — everything. 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 183 

The Chairman. You gave me a statement of the armoyances that 
the saloon has caused you ? 

. Dr. Cole. Yes. My son wrote that. It is a little superfluouSj, 
probably, but at the same time it hits the spot. 

The Chairman. I think it would be a good idea to make it a part 
of the record right here. 

(The letter m erred to is as follows:) 

Washington, D. C, Aiigtist SI, 1914. 
Honorable Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

Gentlemen : I desire to file protest against the renewal of a barroom license in the 
name of Tim Hanlon or other person or persons, at 822 H Street NE., adjoining my" 
office and residence. 

It is needless to say that I have been located here for 20 years and the saloon ad- 
joining is very objectionable and a nuisance, being frequently awakened betweei\ 
12 and 1 o'clock a. m. by the loud and boisterous talking of the patrons in the said 
saloon. I further say that it is decidedly unnecessary in the block, that we have 
quite a number of saloons both east and west of us. Also the houses in this square 
are tenanted by respectable people, the census of which I will be prepared to give 
at the time of the hearing in this case which I hope you will give me ample notice 
that I may present my case stronger. 
Very respectfully, 

Jno. T. Cole. 



Protest Against Barroom Ijcense. 

Honorable Excise Board of the District of Columbia. 

Gentlemen: We, the undersigned owners of real estate and residents keepings 
house in the neighborhood, respectfully state that the barroom license at No. 822 H 
Street KE. is not necessary and is objectionable: and we petition against the grant* 
ing of any license to sell intoxicating liquors at that place for the license year begin« 
ning November 1, 1914, to Timothy Hanlon or to any other person or persons whatever, 

RESIDENT HOVSBK8BPSS9. 

Jno. T. Cole, M. D., 820 H Street NE. 

W. E. Bradley, D. D. S., 810 H Street NE. 

Glara I. Hughes, 800, 802, 804, 806, 808 H Street NE. 

J. M. Harr, 901-903-905 H Street and 729 Ninth Street NE. 

Flora A. Loyd, 816 H Street NE. 

Jennie Cathcart Green, 821 H Street NE. and 728 Ninth Street NE. 

Mrs. E. M. Nelson, 802 Ninth Street NE. 

Mackall Bros., 823 H Street NE. 

J. C. Yost, 715 Ninth Street NE. 

C. Parkinson, 808 Ninth Street NE. 

Mrs. B. A. Bowman, 8lS H Street NE. 

The above petitioners are strictly property owners in this square. 

1. In sitting in my parlor when the windows are opened, the odors from the saloon 
are enough to make one sick at the stomach, e^ecially those who liave not been used 
to these smells. 

2. My son called an officer to make an investigation as to the noisy and boistrous 
talking that was going on in Mr. Hanlon's saloon, the noise being very much like that 
of two men about to en^;age in a fight. I claim that my son was insulted by Mr. 
Hanlon, when he told him that he would swear to anything. 

3. About 12 o'clock one night the latter part of last summer, I and part of my family 
were awakened by three or four young colored men who were standing in front of 
my house loudly talking, cursing, and probably gambling. The noise kept up for a 
very long while when at last I had to get out of my bed to request them to leave tiie 
front of my house. 

4. One of the most annoying things that is going on at present in the saloon, is that of 
thundering noises that jars my house and sounds just as if the wall is about to come 
through. We are often awakened by these noises which actually jar our beds, and 
if we Be reading or writing we often become startled and frightened. Pati,ents eoming 
into my office ask what these noises are and want to know if there is any danger in 
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the wall coming through. These questions are not verv pleasant for a physidaii 
to answer. The only way we can account for these thundering noises is that it must 
be the kegs of beer, etc., that they are putting in or taking away. It happens any 
where from the time the saloon opens to the time it closes at night. 

5. There is a siagle or party wall that div^^ides my house from the saloon and often 
We can hear the loud talking, etc., through this single wall. 

6. About a week or so ago an officer was called to my house to stop a man from 
Unloading his boxes of beer bottles in my tree box, directly in front of my house. 

7. It is a common occiurence that when I drive up to my house in my machine 
that I have to stop a considerable distance down the block in order to get to my office. 
This is caused by the numerous wagons and machines of the patrons, etc., of the said 
Baloon. I was never troubled like this before until the barroom was stationed next 
door to me. 

8. The records of the ninth precinct will show that I have made numerous com- 
plaints in regard to this saloon. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about Wylie Court ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes, sir; I know all about it. That was in my bailiwick 
when I was a physician, 20 years ago. 

The Chairman. What is its character? 

Dr. Cole. It is inhabited by a very low class of colored people. It 
is a court that causes the ninth precmct a good deal of trouble — that 
is, if they want to make it so. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, would you tell us what your title as 
*' general " means ? Is it merely an honorary title or did you serve in 
the war? 

Mr. Smith. I had the honor to organize and command the Fourth 
New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and it served in the National Guard 
of the State for 28 years; and on my resignation the Legislature of 
New Jersey passed a special act brevetting me brigadier general. 

The Chairman. Were you a general in the Civil War? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, no, indeed. 

The Chairman. Did you serve in the Civil War? 

Mr. Smith. I did not; I was not in this country. 

At 1.20 o'clock p. m., the committee took a recess until 3.30 o'clock 
p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The committee reassembled at 3.30 o'clock p. m. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
Dillingham. 

The Chairma^. The committee will come to order. Mr. Bride, will 
you take the stand ? 

TESTIMONY OF COTTEB T. BBIDE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Bride. Cotter T. Bride. 

The Chairman. What is your address here in the District? 

Mr. Bride. 131 B Street SE. 

The Chairman. That is your residence ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. Have you a business office anywhere ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. 

The Chairman. State your official position, Mr. Bride. 
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Mr. Bbide. Commissioner, excise board — one of the commissioners. 

The Chaerman. Did you accompany the other commissioners and 
Mr. Shoemaker on a trip at nighttime mvestigating the saloons in the 
District ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chaibman. You called for Mr. Shoemaker in your automobile ? 

Mr. Bbide. I did, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did you have any conversation with him regard- 
ing the other two commissioners ? 

Mr. Bbide. No. 

The Chaibman. Did you have any conversation with him regard- 
ing collections by anybody ? 

Mr. Bbide. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did you see the statement, made here in the hear- 
ing, that you said to Mr. Shoemaker that W. F. Columbus and young 
B^er were making collections ? 

Mr. Bbide. No, sir; that is entirely untrue. 

The CWiBMAN. Did you see that statement t 

Mr. Bbide. I saw the statement. I think that must be a mistake. 

The Chaibman. You made no such statement ? 

Mr. Bbide. Somebody else must probably have told him, to the 
best of my knowledge. 

•The Chaibman. Do you know of any Senators or Representatives 
who have interested themselves in behalf of any appUcants for license 
in the District ? 

Mr. Bbide. No; I do not remember. 

The Chaibman. Do you know whether any official of the Govern- 
ment, outside of Senators and Representatives, has interested him- 
self in behalf of applicants for Ucense ? 

Mr. Bbide. I can not remember. 

The Chaibman. You can not remember ? 

Mr. Bbide. Yes; I do not remember, sir. Who, outside of the 
Government ? Who do you mean i 

The Chaibman. Outside of Representatives and Senators, any 
official of the Government here in town. 

Mr. Bbide. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. You do not remember that they did? 

Mr. Bbide. I am positive that they did not. 

The Chaibman. You axe positive that they did not? 

Mr. Bbide. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Are you positive that no Senator or Representa- 
tive did ? 

Mr. Bbede., They might have, but I can not remember any of them. 
Not that I know of. I can not remember. 

The Chaibman. You do not say positively, however, that they 
have not ? 

Mr. Bbide. They may have, but I do not remember. We have so 
much in our heads — so much to do — that I could not remember all 
those things. 

The Chaibman. But you do remember that none of the officials of 
the Government, outside of Senators and Representatives • 

Mr. Bbide. I know that positively. 

The Chaibman (continuing). Have interested themselves? 

Mr. Bbide. Yes, sir; I know that. 
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The Chairman. Mr. Bride, we have pretty thoroughly gone over 
the different matters in connection with measurements between 
saloons and colleges and universities, with Gen. Smith, the chairman 
of the board. 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. And the other matters involved in this hearing, 
and I hardly think it necessary to go into the same details with you ? 

Mr. Bride. They are all correct. 

The Chairman. If you have any observations or statements or 
suggestions you would like to make, we would be glad to have them. 

Mr, Bride. We went all over these things, and they are correct. 
We went all over those 300 places. 

The Chairman. You went all over what ? 

Mr. Bride. Over those 300 places, and over the 50-room hotels, 
and there is nothing I have to add to what has been said. 

The Chairman. Did you hear his testimony ? 

Mr. Bride. He told me, yes, sir, about it. 

The Chairman. Did you know that Mr. Sheehy had charged a $5,000 
contingent fee — ^he and his partner? 

Mr. Bride. I did not, sir. 

The Chairman. To represent an apphcant for a license ? 

Mr. Bride. I did not, until I saw it m the paper. 

The Chairman. When did you see it in the paper ? 

Mr. Bride. Right after the suit, I think. Tney brought a suit. 
You were not here then. I did not know a thing about it. 

The Chairman. Do you recall the fact that Mr. Justice Stafford 
said that it was contrary to public policy and good morals for a fee 
of that kind to be charged ? 

Mr. Bride. I saw that. 

The Chairman. Do you agree with him ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes, sir; thoroughly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you really think that it is necessarv for an 
applicant to have a lawyer to enable him to get his case before you t 

Mr. Bride. No, sir; he could get along better without him. 

The Chairman. He could get along better without him ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes; a great deal better. 

The Chairman. It has appeared in evidence here this morning that 
another man paid Mr. Sheehy $1,100 to represent him before you? 

Mr. Bride. I did not know that. 

The Chairman. In addition to the $200 he had paid his regular 
lawyer ? 

Mr. Bride. I never heard it. 

Senator Dillingham. Mr. Commissioner, are a good many recom- 
mendations made at the time of these hearings by citizens, outsiders, 
in relation to the granting of hcenses? Do you receive letters, I 
mean? 

Mr. Bride. Opposed to them? 

Senator Dillingham. Either opposed to them or favoring them ? 

Mr. Bride. Very few favoring them, but aU opposed to them. 

Senator Dillingham. Are all those letters preserved ? 

Mr. Bride. They are all preserved. 

Senator Dillingham. And thev are filed in the office ? 

Mr. Bride. And filed ; yes, sir. 
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Senator Dillingham. Everything pertaining to a case that is in 
writing, of every kind and character, is preserved ? 

Mr. Bride. Filed and preserved. 

Senator Dillingham. That is all. 

The Chairman. Do you know why, after the board had decided 
to give a license to Bush, on E Street, between Thirteenth and Four- 
teenth Streets, it decided to give the license to Engel instead ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes; I rememoer that very well. 

The Chairman. Why was that change made ? 

Mr. Bride. We looked over the case the second time, like- a man 
in court, or like you would look over a case, and decided that Mr, 
Engel was in poor circimistances, while Mr. Bush was not. Mr. Engel 
gave a first-class meal in his place, and Mr. Bush did not. , Mr. Bush 
was in another business, and Mr. Engel was not. 

The Chairman. Did you not know all that before you decided to 
grant Bush's license ? 

Mi^. Bride. No, sir; we did not. 

The Chairman. Who gave you that additional information ? 

Mr. Bride. We got some more information. I could not tell you 
where we got it. 

The Chairman. Do you know who gave it to you ? 

Mr. Bride. No; I do not. We did not thiak this^woulJ be brought 
up again. Then Mr. Bush is just down the street two blocks and a 
half &om there, and he was in business. 

The Chairman. Did it meet your approval for Miller to change his 
entrance from the Pennsylvania Avenue side, or E Street, around to 
the Fourteenth Street side ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes, sir; that is right. 

The Chairman. Did that meet your approval ? 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you not think that that was an evasion of 
the law ? 

Mr. Bride. No; not anj more than the F Street bar. 

The Chairman. What is that ? * 

Mr. Bride. The Ebbitt House bar that fronts on F Street and has 
no entrance on Fourteenth Street. You can not enter from Four- 
teenth Street. 

The Chairman. But the bar in the Miller saloon is just where 
it was ? 

Mr. Bride. Except that the bar is fronting on Fourteenth Street. 

The Chairman. The actual room in whicn the liquors are dis- 
pensed is in just the same position ? 

Mr. Bride. Well, you can not call it an E Street bar. Senator. It 
is a Fourteenth Street bar. 

The Chairman. You can not do it technically; but substantially 
there are four saloons there on the same side of the street. 

Mr. Bride. No; there are not. I beg to differ with you. 

Senator Dillingham. I would be glad to have you state how you 
justify the final wanting of that license, after declining to grant it in 
the first place. 1 would be glad to have your explanation of it. 

Mr. Bride. We did not decline it in the first place; there were none 
of them settled. 

Senator Dillingham. It amounted to a denial, did it uot ? 

83005— PT 8— 16 1 ^. _J 
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Mr. Bride. Oh, no, sir; it did not. 

Senator Dillingham. Was there not an ap>plication? 

Mr. Bride. Oh, there was an application, oi course, for a bar at 
Fourteenth and E Streets. 

Senator Dillingham. Yes. Was that ever acted upon? 

Mr. Bride. No; never. 

The Chairman. Why not ? 

Mr. Bride. Because he never appUed for one. 

Senator Dillingham. I thought you said there was an apphcation 
for license ? 

Mr. Bride. Not on E Street. 

The Chairman. You are speaking, Senator, of the Engel ]^ace. 
Mr. Bride^ Senator Dillingham is speaking of the change from JBush 
to Engel. 

Senator Dillingham. Yes; I had that in mind. 

Mr. Bride. Yes; then you have got it all mixed up. The only 
reason was that Mr. Engel nad a better place, a finer saloon, and gave 
A better meal, and we thought that should settle it; and besides, he 
had no other business and Mr. Bush had. Mr. Bush is in the auto- 
mobile business, what you call those sight-seeing cars. That is what 
we were told. And somebody made an inkling there that he wanted 
to sell out; and generally wnen a fellow wants to sell out, we put 
him out. If we found that a saloon keeper wanted to sell out we 
would put him out and let the other fellow in. 

The Chairman. Did you hear the testimony in the hearings with 
regard to the hcensing of the bar in the Grand Hotel? 

Mr. Bride. The testimony. There was no bad testimony against 
that place. I wish there was. 

The Chairman. You say there was no bad testimony against it? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. Tnat was a misfortune. They aU come out 
jnow, all ri^t, but not before. 

Senator Dillingham. Was the testimony all preserved, that was 
taken in that case? 

Mr. Bride. Yes; we have got it. I think we have got it here, 
^Senator. 

The Chairman. Was there any bad testimony against the place 
:run by Marks — the hotel nm by Marks ? 

Mr. Bride. Where is Marks? 

The Chairman. 1000 E Street NW. 

Mr. Bride. We did hear but one bad report, and it was not very 
bad. Just one bad report. I do not remember that, now. I do 
not recall. 

The Chairman. Mr. Bride, when the saloon Ucense was granted to 
"Mr. Hanlon to transfer from — ^Wileys Court, was it, Dr. Cole ? 

Dr. Cole. At Third and H Streets, in the vicinity of Wileys Court. 

The Chairman. To what number ? 

Dr. Cole. To 822 Eighth Street. 

Mr. Bride. I was not on the board at that time. 

The Chairman. You were not on the board at that time ? 

Mr. Bride. No, sir. 

The Chairman. That was the time that Mr. Sheehy was chairman 
-of the board ? 

Dr. Cole. Yes; I would Uke to say that Mr. Bride was not on the 
board when that case was handled^ and I have no criticism to make 
<of Mr. Bride except that of favoritism. 



EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTBICT OF COUTlfSU. 189 

The Chairman. Was not the license renewed last November? 

Dr. Cole. Yes. 

The Chairman. You were a member of the board when the license 
of Mr. Hanlon was renewed i 

Mr. Bride. Yes. 

The Chairman. Is it not a fact that 90 per cent of the people ia 
that section protested against that bar being put there ? 

Mr. Bride. I can not remember. Senator. I could not remember 
that. You have got about 500; and you can't remember. I can 
not remember all those things. 

The Chairman. You say you assisted in making these measure- 
ments from the saloons 

Mr. Bride. Every one of them ? 

The Chairman. To the churches and schoolhouses. 

Mr. Bride. Evei^ one of them, Senator. 

The Chairman. The committee will be glad to have any statement 
you care to make. 

Mr. Bride. That is about all I know, I think. 

The Chairman. You can stand aside for the present. 

Mr: Bride. All right, sir. 

The Chairman. I forgot to ask you, Mr. Bride, how long you have 
been a citizen of the District? 

Mr. Bride. I came here in June, 1871. 

The Chairman. From what State did you come here ! 

Mr. Bride. I came directly from Dayton, Ohio. 

TESTIMONT OF HElfBT S. BAKES. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is vour full name ? 

Mr. Baker. He nry S. Baker. 

The CHAiRBiAN. What is your address here in town ! 

Mr. Baker. 1108 Sixteenth Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a citizen of the District 1 

Mr. Baker. A little over 10 years. 

The Chairman. From what State did you come here, Mr. Baker I 

Mr. Baker. From West Virginia. 

The Chairman. What is your official position ? 

Mr. Baker. I am one of the excise commissioners of the District 
of Columbia. 

The Chairman. I do not know that I have any particular ques- 
tions to ask you. We have gone into these matters so thoroughly 
with Gen. Smith, and I am caUine jou more to give you an oppor- 
timity to say anything that you desire to say regarding the aomin- 
istration of the affairs of the excise board. The committee would 
be glad to have you make any statement ? 

Mr. Baker. In general, I think I can verify everything he said, 
sir. We have given these things thorough stuay and given it a great 
deal of our time — ^in fact, all of my tune — and went into it very 
thoroughly. 

The Chairman. I want to say to you and the other commissioners 
that we wiU have these proceedings pubjished, and we already have 
the typewritten copies of them, ana we will be glad to give you a 
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copjT of them, and hold the matter up mitil jrou can have an oppor- 
txmity to answer anything that has been said in a critical way in 
any part of the proceedings. We want to give you a fair opportunity 
in this matter and give everybody fair play. 1 think that will do. 

Mr. Baker. Senator Sheppard, I have one further statement I 
would Uke to make. 

The Chairman. Very well. 

Mr. Baker. I emphatically deny the assertion that was made here 
yesterday as to my naving received anything from anybody, through 
my son or anyone eke. 1 want to have that put in the record. 1 
have been accused here of having my son make collections. I em- 

Ehatically deny that as having come from Mr. Bride, and he denied 
aving said it. I deny having any knowledge of such a thing. 

The Chairman. The statement was that they were making collec- 
tions. He did not ask, I think, what their character was. 
- Mr. Baker. ''For Mr. Baker,'' the paper says. 

The Chairman. I do not recollect exactly what the testimony was, 
but the record will show, and your denial will go in. 

Mr. Baker. I am not quoting from the record, of course; I am 
quoting from the newspaper article. 

' The Uhairman. What is your opinion of the ethics of a lawyer 
charging $1,000 to $5,000 to present a case to you for the granting of 
a saloon license ? 

Mr. Baker. That is purely a business transaction, and I really 
have not any opinion about that. 

The Chairman. This granting of a license is purely a question of 
fact, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. What is that ? 

The Chairman. It is purely a question of fact? You pass on the 
facts? 

Mr. Baker. Conditions and facts and everything, sir. 

The Chairman. There are no abstruse legal questions involved; 
no complicated legal problems ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not see that there are. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, would not everybody get 
equal justice from you and your associates if they did not have a 
lawyer at all? 

Mr. Baker. No doubt of it. 

The Chairman. They would do just as well? 

Mr. Baker. And I have advocated it over and over again. If I 
had a person that spoke to me about it, I would say *' You will get 
just as fair treatment withoujb an attorney as with one." We go into 
each and every case, whether there is a lawyer in the case or not. 
To get personal knowledge we visit these places, and we have been 
controlled very much in our decisions by our own personal observation 
of these places. They did not go on the stand and give it, but we 
got this information dv personal observation in our rounds of visits. 

The Chairman. Didf you know that Mr. Sheehy and his partner 
had made a contract for a contingent fee of something like $5,000 in 
the case of an application for a license in the Evans Building, at the 
time the hearing was held ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. The only thing I have is through the news- 
papers. 

The Chairman. Did you see Mr. Justice Stafford's decision? 
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Mr. Baker. We had a letter from Mr. Wilson, stating the facts. 

The Chairman. Did you see Justice Stafford's decision on the 
matter ? 

Mr. Baker. I read it; yes, sir; in the paper. Now, I did not see 
the decision; I read the newspaper. 

The Chairman. You read where he denounced it as being contrary 
to public policy and good morals ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; m the newspaper. 

The Chairman. Is it within the power of your excise board to 
refuse to permit an attorney to appear before them ? 

Mr. Baker. I should think so, although we have never exercised 
that. 

The Chairman. Have you made any effort to investigate the char- 
acter of the men who appeared before you as attorneys — ^lawyers ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I can not say that we have. We have never had 
any occasion to. 

The Chairman. Have any attorneys ever consulted you privately 
regarding any cases that they had ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; I would not have permitted it. 

Senator Thompson. Did you hear the testimony of your associate, 
Mr. Smith, this morning? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not hear it ? 

Mr. Baker. I did not hear it. 

Senator Thompson. I presume the board is a unit on the proposi- 
tion of these measurements ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Upon the theory that the nearest way across 
is the shortest way around ? 

Mr. Baker. We did not so regard it. 

Senator Thompson. What is that ? 

Mr. Baker. We did not so regard it. Senator. 

Senator Thompson. The law provides that you shall pursue the 
measurements according to the shortest course of travel? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And did you approve the idea of making the 
square comers ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. A man going to or from a saloon does not gen- 
erally turn a square corner, does he ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, mavbe not. 

Senator Thompson. As a matter of fact, the shortest course of 
travel would mean what it says in the law, does it not ? 
' Mr. Baker. Well, I don't Imow but what it would. 

Senator Thompson. That is, if you had a measurement that would 
be 400 feet by a square corner, and a person in taking the usual course 
of travel would naturally go a distance of only 397 feet or 395 feet, 
which measurement would you accept ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just get that. 

Senator Thompson. I say, ii by the square comer measurement that 
was mentioned this morning the distance from a saloon to a church 
or to an educational institution, a pubUc school or a college, was 400 
feet by a square comer and only 395 feet by the usual course of travel, 
which would you accept as the criterion to go by ? 
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Mr. Baker. We would take the 400, very likely. 

Senator Thompson. You would take the 400 ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; observdng the traflBlc regulations and things to 
guide us, if it measured 400 feet, we would be very likely to take 
that. 

Senator Thompson. Then you would permit the place to run if it 
was a question of distance ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; if all other things were eaual, you understand. 

Senator Thompson. In the construction of tne law, do you main- 
tain the idea that in the city of Washington there must be 300 
saloons ? 

Mr. Baker. I am not prepared to say that. 

Senator Thompson. Tne law is that there shall not be exceeding 
300? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. As I imderstood the chairman, it has been 
construed to mean that there shall be that number ? 

Mr. Baker. I should think, when there is only one number named 
given to you, you are supposed to get as near that number as possible. 

Senator Thompson. Then what is the use of the words '^not ex- 
ceeding" ? Why not say ^^ there shall be 300 saloons in the city of 
Washington" ? 

Mr. Baker. It meant that you could not go over that number, 
and that is your limit. 

Senator Thompson. Then, in order to get a reduction in the num- 
ber of saloons, it will be necessary for Congress to fix a min i mum 1 

Mr. Baker. I do not say that. 

Senator Thompson. Or to reduce the number by law ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not say that; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You think you could get a reduction with a new 
board, do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. You could get it with this board if circumstances 
required it. 

Senator Jones. I thought you said the law required that you 
should get up as near the limit as possible ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I say if you could get, within the law, so many 
eligible people and all that; but I do not say you are required to keep 
up to that number. 

Senator Thompson. You disagree with him on that point, then? 

Mr. Baker. What; that we are required to keep up to that 
number ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. I do not know what he said, but I do not think we are 
required to keep up to that number. 

Senator Thompson. You have that number now? 

Mr. Baker. We have that number now. 

The Chairman. As I understand it. Gen. Smith said that they 
should have 300 provided that 300 comphed with all the requirements 
of the board ana the law. Is not that right. Gen. Smith ? 

Mr. Smith. Correct, sir. 

Senator Thompson. The law also limits the number of saloons on 
a block in the city, does it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 
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Senator Thompson. Not more than three on a side, I believe, and 
not more than four in the block on both sides of the street between 
intersecting streets. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 
. Senator Thompson. I do not know whether you have been exam- 
ined relative to the Miller place, opposite the New Willard Hotel. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. The opening, the entrance, in that building 
was originally on E Street, was it not ? 

Mr. Baker. It was. 

Senator Thompson. And that made too many saloons, according 
to the law, on that side of the street, as you unaerstood it ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you approve of the method of changing 
the entrance there of that saloon m order to comply with the strict 
regulation of the law? Do you think that was proper, to change 
that entrance to the Fourteenth Street side, and then run the busi- 
ness the same as it was always before ? 

Mr. Baker. It is on Fourteenth Street. It is licensed for Four- 
teenth Street, not on E Street. 

Senator Thompson. Do you think that a subterfuge of that kind 
is all right, a change simply of an entrance to meet a condition in 
the law ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but what it is. 

Senator Thompson. You think it is ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The saloon is there just as it was before ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. The question is whether there are three or 
four salmons in that block. There were four according to the ad- 
mitted facts, as admitted by everybody, before the entrance was 
changed. That is right, is i/not ? 

Mr. Baker. There were; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That saloon is there yet, and they simply 
changed the entrance. Are there not four saloons in that block at 
the present time, on that side of the block? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You think not? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Thompson. Are you familiar with the Mergner place, on 
East Capitol Street ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you observe that ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you observe it before they constructed 
that fence there ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that I did. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know as a matter of fact that without 
that fence there that place was within 400 feet of a public school 
of the city ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not reallv know. I did not measure that. We 
measured as we found conditions, with that fence there. 

Senator Thompson. What is that ? 
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Mr. Baker. We measured as we found conditions, with the fence 
there. I do not know how much it would be if you should take the 
fence away. 

Senator Thompson. You do not know that the fence was down 
before this law went into effect ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not. 

Senator Thompson. Was not that fact shown to you on the hear- 
ings? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it. 

Senator Thompson. And that the fence was built there in order to 
fence out the law ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recollect that fact. 

Senator Thompson. You think that would be all right, if that was 
a fact, to measure around that fence after it was put there after the 
passage of this law, and that it would not be an evasion of the law 
now to permit the place to run ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know about that. 

Senator Thompson. You think not. Do you know where the GraflP 
place is, 223 Seventh Street NW. ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know about the measurements there, 
and who put the little grass plot there, and something in it to measure 
aroimd ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not. 

Senator Thompson. You do not know anything about that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it, sir. 

Senator Thompson. As a matter of fact, if it was discovered on the 
hearing that these things were done for the purpose of evading the 
law, you, as a member of the excise board, would not permit a saloon 
to rim there, would you ? • 

Mr. Baker. No ; i do not know as we would. 

Senator Thompson. Were not those facts shown on the hearing? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall it. 

Senator Thompson. Will you have the hearings brought here or 
sent here in that case? 

Mr. Baker. The hearing is there, I think. 

Senator Thompson. I do not think there was any call for them 
in the Graff case. 

Mr. Smfth. We will have them brought. 

The Chairman. WiU you bring the papers in the Graff case and 
in the Mergner case ? 

Mr. Smith. With pleasure. 

Mr. Baker. It is here.* 

Senator Thompson. I take it that the board would not want to 
maintain any open subterfuge of that kind to prevent the law 
operating ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And if it was shown there, the license would 
be wrongfully issued ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And the place ought to stop, is not that 
right ? 

Mr. Baker. I am not prepared to answer that. 
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Senator Thompson. But you do approve of that change that was 
made at Fourteenth and E Streets ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Was your attention called to the two saloons 
in the neighborhood of the place where the Salvation Army holds 
its religious meetmgs ? 

Mr. Baker. I have no doubt that was so; that our attention was 
called to it. 

Senator Thompson. There was a protest by the Salvation Army 
and by other people against those saloons there ? 

Mr. Baker. As a house of relig|ious worship. That was the pro- 
test. That is the law on this subject. 

Senator Thompson. It is a house of religious worship, so far as 
the Salvation Army is concerned? That is where they worship, is 
it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, that is 

Senator Thompson. You do not maintain that there is any dis- 
cretion placed by Congress in the law for the excise board to deter- 
mine wnat was a proper rehgious organization ? 

Mr. Baker. No; not because it was 

Senator Thompson (continuing). Whether it. was the Salvation 
Army or Unitarian or Presbyterian or Methodist, it was not for you 
to- say whether or not that was a proper religious order? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. If the Methodists were holding their regular 
meetings there, would vou have any other construction as to whether 
it was an evasion of tne law to locate two saloons in thfe neighbor- 
hood of a place of worship ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know in that sense. The law formerly, 
Senator, had ^^a place of rehgious worship,' ' which was struck out 
of the law — that would be one on a street corner — and it was made 
to read ^*a house of religious worship'' instead. 

Senator Thompson. That would mclude the saloons down by the 
Franklin Statue, at Tenth and D Streets, where many people hold 
meetmgs ? 

Mr. Baker. That would be a place of public worship, yes. 

Senator Thompson. But I understand the Salvation Army have a 
house of pubUc worship within a few yards of two saloons located 
by the excise board, and that they protested and other citizens did 
litewise. Is that true or not? They have a house there; not a 
place in the street. 

Mr. Baker. Used exclusively for rehgious purposes ? 

Senator Thompson. Was the matter decided on that point? 

Mr. Baker. No; but a church, a house of religious Worship, is not 
a place where merchandizing is carried on. 

Senator Thompson. The distinction was made, then, because there 
was some business transacted there ? 

Mr. Baker. That is the way we regarded it. 

Senator Thompson. How about these Catholic fairs which are 
held in the Catholic church? 

Mr. Baker. It is a Catholic church, all right, dedicated for that 
purpose. 

Senator Thompson. It is their place of worship, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 



196 EXCISE BOABD OP THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Thompson* Do you mean because some one else has some 
other business or does something else at this place, or about it, that 
it changes its religious character — that is, the character of the house 
itself — to that of a public place of business ? Is that it ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as 

Senator Thompson. In other words, because there is a bicycle 
business underneath this house of worship of the Salvation Army, 
you think that changes the character of the house from that of a 
house of worship, so that you can put a saloon where you please 
along there ? 

Mr. Baker. I would think so, sir. 

The Chairman. As a matter of fact, what other business is being 
conducted in the building in which the Salvation Army holds its 
worship? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall, but I was under that impression. 
I may be mistaken about that. I was thinking about the Central 
Union Mission, possibly. It has a lodging house and a lunchroom. 
It may be I have gotten the Central Union Mission mixed with the 
Gospel Mission. 

Tne Chairman. Then you do not recollect whether this house 
where the Salvation Army meets is used for any business purpose or 
not? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not recall. I was confused between the 
Central Union Mission and the Salvation Army. I am not aware of 
the Salvation Army, about whether there is business imder it or not. 

The Chairman. If the building occupied by the Salvation Army 
was used by it exclusively for religious worship, would you then hold 
that a saloon could not be located within 400 leet of it ? 

Mr. Baker. I should think not; that is, if it is conducted wholly 
for rehgious services as a church, it should be so regarded by the 
excise board. 

Senator Jones. Who put the word '^exclusively'' in this law? 

Mr. Baker. No one. 

Senator Jones. You apply that and make that a part of the law, 
do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. A house of religious worship I was taking to be con- 
ducted for that purpose. I may be in error in that, you know. 

Senator Jones. Have you not got that into your regulations, that 
it must be a place used exclusively for religious worship ? Is not 
that in your regulations ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not so recall it. 

Senator Jones. I understood that that was a part of your regu- 
lations. 

The CHAiR»fAN. They have announced that they follow that rule 
whether they put it in their rules and regulations or not. 

Senator Jones. I thought they put it m their rules. That is not 
put in the rules ? 

Mr. Baker. I think not. 

Senator Jones. But you follow that, as a rule ? 

Mr, Baker. As a rule, in helping us to decide. 

Senator Jones. Why do you do that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know, any more than to get at a 

The Chairman. You found out that was the only way to permit 
the location of saloons at certain places, did you not ? 
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\ Mr. Baker. No; I can not say that. 

Senator Jones. If you had followed another rule you would have 
excluded them, would you not, in a great many mstances ? 

Mr. Baker. Possibly; possibly so. 

Senator Jones. And by putting that in you do not exclude them? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. So that was the purpose in putting that in? 

Mr. Baker. No, I do not think so. We had to reach some con- 
clusion how to treat the things. 

Senator Jones. You have not shut anyone out within 400 feet of 
a place of worship where you could put them in under that rule, 
have you ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not just answer. 

Senator Jones. You do not recall any, do you ? Mr. Baker, who 
made these rules and regulations ? 

Mr. Baker. The board. 

Senator Jones. Who prepared them? 

Mr. Baker. Each one. Every one had a hand in it. 

Senator Jones. Did any one of the board make a draft and then 
submit it to the board? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You got together and talked each one over 
generally ? 

Mr. Baker. We got right together. 

Senator Jones. iSid then decided on it? 

Ifr. Baker. We worked in the office all together up imtil 10 or 11 
o'clock at night. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Sheehy did not prepare a draft of these rules 
and regulations and then submit them to the board for discussion 
and consideration and adoption ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You know about the Central Union Mission, 
on Louisiana Avenue, do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. Only by observation, passing by. 

Senator Thompson. You know that they have owned a large 
property there for years, and religious services are carried on there 
every day, do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. I have been told so. 

Senator Thompson. Yes; and yet there are several saloons 
located within 400 feet of that place, are there not ? 

Mr. Baker. I just can not recall. 

Senator Thompson. Three or four? 

Mr. Baker. I say that I can not just recall. 

Senator. Thompson. What is the position of the board on that? 

Mr. Baker. We do not regard it as a house of religious worship. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not regard a place used as a house of 
religious worship, where religious worsMp is carried on every day of 
the week and every evening and on Sunday, as better estabUsned 
than a cathedral that only holds church on Simday. Would you not 
think that was more identified as a place of public worship, worship 
being held there every day ? 

Mr. Baker. I would not be prepared to answer that. 

Senator Thompson. You would not ? Do you not know, as a mat- 
ter of fact, that it is to prevent the interference with schools and 
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colleges and churches which, under our poUcy of law, are to exist free 
and undisturbed bv nuisances, that this law was enacted, and that 
it was to protect them, and that the saloons were to be thrown out 
wherever they interfered, and the law not resolved in their favor in 
order to permit them to run ? Do you not think that is the correct 
construction of this law in the interests of society ? 

Mr. Baker. WeU, I can not just say about that. 

Senator Thompson. Well, you do know that its object is to protect 
those institutions, do you not ? 

Mr. Baker. I suppose so. 

Senator Thompson. That would be the object? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. But you have in various instances here dis- 
criminated against schools and discriminated against various religious 
societies on some technical construction of the law? Has not your 
attention ever been called to that before ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall. 

Senator Thompson. Were not these matters all thrashed out, or at 
least presented in the form of protests, and in numerous cases by 
witnesses and petitions, against the issuance of licenses at these very 
places before tne Ucenses were issued ? 

Mr. Baker. There were public hearings held in aU cases, and we 
have had the pros and cons for the places. 

Senator Thompson. All these matters were brought out then, were 
they not? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And yet the licenses were issued ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Mr. Baker, the law here says that no license shall 
be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for guests ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. In your rules you have added, after tJie word 
^'hotel,'' the words ^'as such.'' 

Mr. Baker. Fifty rooms. 

The Chairman. Yes; that no license shall be issued to a hotel '^as 
such'' having less than 50 rooms. You have altered it to read that 
way, have you not ? 

Mr. Baker. That is, as a hotel. It would have to have 50 rooms 
and over to be classed as a hotel under the excise laws. 

The Chairman. Yes; but this law says, ^'Hereafter no license shall 
be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for guests." Under 
this law a hotel may have less than 50 bedrooms. 

Mr. Baker. Not as a hotel. 

The Chairman. But it may not be licensed ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is true ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Why did you add the words ^^as such" in you 
rules after the word ^' hotel"? You said, ^^ Hereafter no licens 
shall be issued to a hotel as such having less than 50 bedrooms fo 
guests." 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall why that was made. 

The Chairman. Did you not do it to enable you to give a license 
to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms ? 
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Mr. Bakeb. No, sir; not as a hotel — a restaurant license. 

The Chairman. I understand; but you give them restaurant 
licenses ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Why did you think it necessary to put the words 
**as such'' after the word '^ hotel" if you could give them restaurant 
licenses anyway ? You could give a hotel with 100 rooms a restau- 
rant license. Now, why did you j)ut those words in there ? 

Mr. Baker. If they desired that instead of a hotel hcense, we could. 

The Chairman. Yes; certainly. Why did you add the words ''as 
such'' after the word ''hotel"? 

Mr. Baker. I could not just tell you why we added that. 

Senator Jones. You put that in so that you could issue them a 
restaurant Hcense, did you not ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Instead of a hotel license ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is the effect of it, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. It may be the effect of it, but it was not put in there 
for that purpose. 

Senator Jones. That is what you have done. Where you have 
had a hotel with less than 50 rooms that you wanted to issue a bar- 
room license to^ou have issued a restaurant license ? 

Mr. Baker. We have issued them a barroom license with restau- 
rant privilege. 

Senator «K)NES. That amounts to the same thing, does it not? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. In that way you have evaded that law, have you 
not, which says that no hotel shall have a license where it has less than 
50 rooms? Do you not understand that law to mean that you are 
prohibited from granting a license to a hotel, whether as a restaurant 
or any other way, which has less than 50 rooms for guests ? 

Mr. Baker. As a hotel ? 

Senator Jones. No; I do not say as a hotel. Does not that law 
say that you shall not grant them a barroom license if they have less 
than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not so regard it. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that that was the intention of 
the lawmakers ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not think so. 

Senator Jones. You do not think so. What did you think the 
intention was, then ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, I thought that they wanted that a hotel with 
50 rooms would b e g ranted a hotel barroom license. 

Senator Jones. What is the difference between a hotel barroom 
license and a restaurant barroom license? They are both barroom 
licenses, are they not ? 

Mr. Baker, ihey are; yes. 

Senator Jones. The price is the same, the license fee is the same, 
the same proceeding has to be taken to get them ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. What did you understand the law to mean, then, 
when it says that no hotel with less than 50 rooms shall have a license ? 
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Mr. Bakeb. That they could not serve Uquors in the rooms of a 
hotel with under the number of 50 bedrooms. 

Senator Jones. The law does not say that. The law does not say 
that they shall not serve liquor in a hotel where there are less than 
50 rooms. The law says you shall not grant a license where there 
are less than 50 rooms. Not that they shall not sell in the rooms, 
but that they shall not have any license at all. What does that 
mean ? 

Mr. Baker. We thought that it would be construed that the hotel 
carried a little bit more privileges in dispensing liquors than a simple 
barroom. 

Senator Jones. Did you call on the corporation counsel for an 
opinion as to what that meant ? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not recall now that we did. 

Senator Jones. Were you asked by anybody to do it? 

Mr. Bakeb. I do not recall now that we were. 

Senator Jones. You do not recall that you were not, do you ? 

lAi. Bakeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You might have been ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Might have been. 

Senator Jones. If you were, why did you not call on him for an 
opinion ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Well, I do not know whether we were called on. I do 
not recall being called on. 

Senator Jones. You do not know of any reason why you should not 
call on him if you were asked to do it ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No. If we were anyways confused about anything, 
we would sure take it to him. 

Senator Jones. You were perfectly clear about that? 

Mr. Bakeb. At that time we thought we were perfectly clear. 

Senator Jones. You think so now ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes; I think so now. 

Senator Jones. You think that under that provision you have a 
perfect right to issue a restaurant hcense to a hotel that has less than 
50 rooms, so long as you call it a restaurant hcense ? 

Mr. Bakeb. les; I think so. 

Senator Jones. Suppose they apply for a hotel hcense ? 

Mr. Bakeb. They would not have hotel hcenses under us. 

Senator Jones, xes; I imderstand. I know that. 

Mr. Bakeb. I could not tell about that. 

Senator Jones. You did not examine any of the records of hotel 
hcenses to see whether or not these places were being run actually as 
hotels ? You made no investigation of that, did youl 

Mr. Bakeb. We did not. 

Senator Jones. Now, I want to ask you about those five saloons 
fronting on E Street before this hcense year began. There were five 
saloons there, were there not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. There were. 

Senator Jones. I understand from Gen. Smith that on October 30 
the board had decided to grant a hcense to Mr. Bush, and had refused 
a hcense to Mr. Engel; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bakeb. Wefl, we had it under consideration. We had passed 
that far, and took Mr. Bush. 
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Senator Jones. Yes. Do not go quite so fast. You had passed 
Mr. Bush and decided you would give him a license 1 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You had also passed Mr. Engd and decided that 
you would not give him a license ? 

Mr. Baeeb. I do not recall whether we had passed Engel. We had 
passed Bush. 

Senator Jones. Do you not recall that you had finally decided not to 
give Mr. Engel a license f 

Mr. Baeeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. You had decided to give Gerstenberg a license ? 

Mr. Baeeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And you had decided to give Shoomaker a license ? 

Mr. Baeeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And you had decided to give Bush a license? 

Mr. Bakeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. That necessarily cut Engel out, did it not, because 
there could not be but three hcenses granted ? 

Mr. Baeeb. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you not remember directing the assessor to pre- 
pare Ucenses for those three? 

Mr. Baeeb. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. You do not recall whether you had directed the • 
clerk to do that or not ? 

Mr. Baeeb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you not recall deciding not to give Mr. Bush a 
license and to give one to Engel? 

Mr. Baeeb. 1 do. 

Senator Jones.- When did that change occur? When was that 
change made ? 

Mr. Bakeb. That evening. 

Senator Jones. On the evening of the 30th or on the morning of 
the 31st? 

Mr. Bakeb. On the evening of the 30th, if I recall it right. 

Senator Jones. How did you come to make that change ? 

Mr. Bakeb. We went over them before we made a final decision 
and went into it more thoroughly, and we wanted to make a final 
wind-up, and on going into it more thoroughly and taking those two 
into consideration that En^el having a restaurant attachment, and 
the other being simply a barroom, and the other man having some 
other means of support, and other evidence— his not giving aff of his 
attention to the saloon business — ^we concluded to change. 

Senator Jones. Those things had all been shown to you before you 
passed on them, had they ? 

Mr. Bakeb. We had not gone into them very thoroughly as we did 
finally. We made those changes. 

Senator Jones. You had actually ordered — ^you had actually de* 
cided to grant a hcense to Mr. Busn, had you not ? 

Mr. Bakeb. We had passed Mr. Bush as having granted his hcense. 

Senator Jones. Supposing that your records show that the clerk 
had been directed to advise the assessor to prepare those hcenses, 
would not that show that you had acted finally on the matter ? 

Mr. Bakeb. No, sir. 
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Senator Jones. It would not ? Do you think the clerk would have 
notified the assessor beforehand, before you had directed him to ? 

Mr. Baker. It might be that he did. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, that the 
board had directed the clerk to advise the assessor to prepare the 
licenses of Bush, Gerstenberg, and Shoomaker, and that after that 
had been done you reconsidered and canceled Mr. Bush's Ucense and 
gave it to Mr. Engel ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know that fact ? 

Mr. Baker. That is a fact; yes^ sir. 

Senator Jones. What I want to get at is, between the time you 
advised your clerk to notify the assessor and the time that you finally 
made the change, what information did you get that was new that 
led you to make that change ? 

Mr. Baker. No information. 

Senator Jones. None at all. 

Mr. Baker. We went into it more thoroughly before finally 
deciding. 

Senator Jones. Was it not brought out that some request had 
come from some other source asking that the change be made ? 

Mi*. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Nobody mentioned that or had called up over the 
phone ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. The clerk did not say that he had been called up 
by anybody, advising? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. So that the only thing that led you to make the 
change was that when you talked over what you had already con- 
sidered, you decided to give it to Mr. Engel «.nd cancel Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Did you consider Engel's financial difficulties? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but what it was mentioned in the dis- 
cussion. 

Senator Jones. Who mentioned it ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall. 

Senator Jones. Who brought up the first suggestion to make the 
change ? 

Mr. Baker. I could not recall. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember that ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do vou remember whether you did or not? 

Mr. Baker. I would not like to say that I aid or I would not like 
to say that I did not. I may have done so. 

Senator Jones. Did any Members of the House or Members of the 
Senate interest themselves in behalf of Mr. Engel ? 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Jones. Did any representatives of any political organiza- 
tion interest themselves in behalf of Mr. Engel or against Mr. Bush 
or in behalf of Mr. Bush ? 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 
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Senator Jones. Do you know whether any brewing interests in-r 
terested themselves in behalf of Mr. Engel ? 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Jones. Or Mr. Bush? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. Did you know that Mr. Engel represented here 
some brewing interests of Milwaukee ? 

Mr. Baker. I did not. 

Senator Jones. You did not know anything about that? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; I may have heard it, but I do not recall it. 

Senator Jones. Did your clerk discuss any people who had in-^ 
terested themselves with reference to these licenses ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; not to me. 

Senator Jones. He did not call the board's attention to anybody 
who was interested in that ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. If I ask about anything you have already gone over, 
let me know, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Baker, do you know anything of Congressmen or Senators 
interesting themselves for or against anybody applying for license ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not. 

Senator Jones. No letters were ever called to your attention from 
any Congressmen 1 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. None haVe been placed on file ? 

Mr, Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. None have spoken to you personally? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have heard none of the members of the board 
mention any Congressman or Senator who was interested in the 
granting of any license ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; I do not recall that any of them at all, sir, 
ever mentioned anything of the kind. 

Senator Jones. So that if any reference has been made to any 
letters from Congressmen, that have been destroyed, you knew noth-r 
ing about them ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. They were not sent to your office ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. And were not placed among the files of the eom« 
mission ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Are you acquainted with the Thyson Hotel ? I 
think it is up on Seventh Street. 

Mr. Baker. Nothing more than officially, sir; I have been thera 
several times. 

Senator Jones. That is close to a schoolhouse, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; I believe it is. 

Senator Jones. That has a barroom license as a hotel, has it not! 

Mj. Baker. It has. 

Senator Jones. Do you know what the situation there was before 
this license year began, as to the number of rooms in that hotQl ? 

Mr. Baker. I remember having gone through the hotel and counted 
the rooms. 

83005 — PT 3- 



•204 EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Jones. Was that before, or while the application was 
pending ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. ^ 

Senator Jones. How many rooms did you find? 
Mr. Baker. Over 50. Wnen we counted 50, then we stopped. 
Senator Jones. Then you stopped ? 
Mr. Baker. There may have oeen one or two over. 
Senator Jones. There is a new part to that hotel, is there not ? 
Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Showing that it has been recently constructed ? 
Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not that addition was 
constructed there after this law was passed ? 
Mr. Baker. I could not say. 

Senator Jones. Was not that brought out in a hearing ? 
Mr. Baker. It may have been. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know, as a matter of fact, that that 
addition was put on to that hotel after this law was passed, for the 
very purpose of bringing it within the permission of the law ? 
Mr. Baker. It may have been. 

Senator Jones. And if it had less than 50 rooms, then of course it 
would be shut out ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. / 

Senator Jones. Unless you gave it a restaurant license, which you 
would probably have done, would you ncft ? 
Mr. pAKER. No, sir. 
Senator Jones. Why not ? 

Mr. Baker. Because it would not be a hotel; it would have to be a 
hotel before it got that close to a schoolhouse. 
Senator Jones. What is that ? 

Mr. Baker. A hotel would be the only thing — ^a hotel or club. 
Senator Jones. You know that that was the only reason that that 
addition was put on there, so as to permit it to be that close to a 
schoolhouse ? 

Mr. Baker. I know that it was done, but I did not know that it 
was done for that reason. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that saloon is a desirable thing 
there, close to that schoolhouse, whether that hotel has 50 rooms or 
a thousand rooms ? 
Mr. Baker. Well, I would not like to say. 

Senator Jones. It would be just as undesirable with 50 rooms as 
it would be with 45 rooms, would it not ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but what it would. 
Senator Jones. The intention of the law was to keep these saloons 
away from the schoolhouses, was it not ? 
Mr. Baker. It seems to have been. 

Senator Jones. You knaw that you had discretion, even if they 
had 50 rooms in that hotel, to refuse that license, do you not ? 
Mr. Baker. Well, we would have to have reasons. 
Senator Jones. Does not the law give you full discretion with 
reference to the granting of any license imder it ? 

Mr. Baker. It does if it is a disorderly house; or if we find that 
'the proprietor is a disorderly or an undesirable person, we may 
refuse his license. 



i 



EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTKICT OF COLUMBIA. 205 

Senator Jones. Can you point to any section in the law that re- 
quires you to grant a license ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. There is not any, is there ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. And do you not know that that law was drawn 
that way in the hope that an excise board would take care of places 
like that and keep these places away from these schoolhouses, at any 
rate, and churches? Do you not think that is the reason the law 
was written that way ? 

Mr. Baker. I did not think so; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do not thmk so ? 

Mr. Baker. I mean I did not think of it at that time. 

Senator Jones. Well, before you had acted on these licenses you 
had not given this law very much consideration, had you ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. As to what its intent was ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And as -to the purpose that was sought to be 
attained by it ? 

Mr. Baker. Y6s. 

Senator Jones. You had given it a good deal of study ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, I had. 

Senator Jones. Had you come to a conclusion that it was desirable 
to have a hotel of 50 rooms with a barroom license within 400 feet 
of a public school ? 

Mr. Baker. Well, I don^t know as I did. 

Senator Jones. At any rate, the fact that there was a new addi- 
tion put on to that place there, that brought it up to the 50 rooms, 
and made it possible for you to grant the license, did not prevent 
you from taking that into consideration and refusing the Ucense? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. When you found that it had 50 rooms, it did not 
make any diflference to you whether it was 400 feet or 200 feet from 
a schoolhouse, and you granted the license; is not that a fact? 

Mr. Baker. It seems to be a fact in that case. 

Senator Jones. And if that building had been within 100 feet of a 
schoolhouse, you would have granted the license just the same, 
would you not ? 

Mr. Baker. I suppose 

Senator Jones. If it had 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Baker. I suppose so. 

Senator Jones. In other words, you do not take into account the 
apparent desire of the law to keep these saloons away from th6 
schoolhouses if it is possible to grant them a license under the terms 
of the law, do you ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know about that. 

Senator Jones. The board has granted a saloon license everywhere 
it could, ias it not ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Where did you ever refuse one that you could 
have granted? 

Mr. Baker. I just do not recall now; but I do not think we granted 
all that the place would admit of. That is what you had reference to 1 
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Senator Jones. What do you say ? 

Senator Thompsox. You mean up to the number of 300 ? 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. Oh, yes; I guess we have. 

The Chairman. Did you hear the evidence that was adduced be- 
fore you as to the character of the conduct of the bar and the char- 
acter of the manager of the Hotel Grand ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you not think it shows the management to 
have been disreputable and undesirable, and shows the manager to be 
a man of improper character ? Do you not think it was sumcient to 
justify you in not licensing him agam ? 

Mr. Baker. I would not so regard it. I would not think so. 

The Chairman. Was it not shown before you that that had been 
a place where men and women met to make assignations for unmoral 
purooses ? 

Mr. Baker. It was not. 

The Chairman. That was not shown? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did not Lieut. Catts testify in that case that he 
had examined it and that he found it to be a disreputable place? 

Mr. Baker. I do not so recall it, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you recall any testimony about Marks's place, 
as to the disreputable character of tnat place? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; I do not. 

The Chairman. Do you recall anything about the Tremont House, 
as to the disreputable character of that place, from which five men 
and women were taken out, having been found in a disgraceful situa- 
tion together? 

Mr. Baker. I recall that. 

The Chairman. You do recall that? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Why did you vote to give that man a license? 
Did not that show a disreputable character ? 

Mr. Baker. That was not a violation of the hquor law. 

The Chairman. I understand; but this law says that you can take 
into consideration the character of the manager. Has not that been 
called to your attention before ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir — oh, yes; I recognize that. 

The Chairman. You remember Lieut. Sprinkle's report on the 
Grand Hotel ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did not that report show it to be a disreputable 
place ? 

Mr. Baker. I recaJOi his testimony, but it always contradicted 
everything he said. 

The Chairman. (Reading:) 

Hereafter no license shall be issued to a hotel having less than 50 bedrooms for 
guests, nor to any hotel the character of which, or tihe character of the proprietor or 
manager of which, is shown to be objectionable to said board. 

Did not the testimony that you heard in the Tremont Hotel case 
show the manager to nave an undesirable character? Would that 
character be objectionable to you ? 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 207 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that it was put in that form. 

The Chairman. You mean that you do not recall that the law is 
in that form? 

Mr. Baker. No; the testimony. 

The Chairman. You said you recalled the testimony that five men 
and women were taken out of there, having been f oimd in disgraceful 
situations. Does not that show that the place was disreputaole and 
that the man's character was improper ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

The Chairman. Would you not say so 1 

Mr. Baker. I do not know; I guess I would. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that is a propCT way to carry on a 
place of that kind ? 

Mr. Baker. No; I did not say that; no, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you visit the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not ? 

Mr. Baker. I went there ofiicially; not with the gentlemen that 
made that night visit. 

Senator Thompson. Oh, you were not there at that time ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you not hear the testimony of Lieut. Catts 
and Mr. Howes regarding the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it now. 

The Chairman. Do you not recall it ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it exact. I recall their appearing there, 
but I do not recall their testimony. 

The Chairman. Do you not recall that it was a place that was 
notorious as a resort for colored prostitutes, and that they had 
arrested many men and women in other parts of the city for inmioral 
practices who told them that they had come directly from the 
Philadelphia House ? Do you not recall that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall it. 

Senator Jones. As I understand, under your rules you permit the 
saloons to open their doors a quarter of an hour Before 7 in the 
morning,, and also to have them open two hours on Sunday ? 

Mr. Baker. We do not permit them to open their doors. We per- 
mit them to go in and arrange things 15 minutes before. 

Senator Jones. But you do not permit the doors to be opened ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do permit them to be in the saloon two hours 
on Sunday, but not have the doors open ? 

Mr. Baker. For cleaning purposes and sanitary conditions only. 

Senator Jones. How can tney clean out their building thoroughly 
without opening the doors ? 

Mr. Baker. They are not allowed to open the dooi:s. 

Senator Jones. Under what provision of the law do you permit 
them to go in their building on Sunday ? 

Mr. Baker. Onlv for that purpose. 

Senator Jones. tJnder what provision of the law do you permit 
them to go in there for any purpose on Sunday? 

Mr. Baker. It is not to dispense or to use in any shape or form. 
They are instructed in that particular. 
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Senator Jones. Is there anything in the law that authorizes you 
to make any regulation about that ? 

Mr. Baker. There is nothing against it that I can find. 

Senator Jones. Is there anything in the law that requires you to 
give them permission to go into the place on Sunday ? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. They can go in there and be in there all day if they 
keep it closed and do not dispense anything, can they not ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Why not? 

Mr. Baker. Because the hours they are to be in there are stated. 
Policemen are notified of the hours. 

Senator Jones. But the law does not say that they can not be in 
their places, does it ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as it does. 

Senator Jones. Then you can not prevent them from being in 
there, can you? 

Mr. Baker. Nothing more than that. 

Senator Jones. I would like to know why you issued those rules. 

Mr. Baker. Th ey w ere for sanitary purposes, more particularly. 

Senator Jones. Why could they not clean up after 7 o'clock and 
get ready to start for the rest of the day ? 

Mr. Baker. I suppose they could. 

Senator Jones. They would have plenty of time to get about every- 
thing coming along during that time, would they not ? 

Mr, Baker. I think so. 

Senator Jones. What led you to grant that rule, then, to let them 
go in there before 7 o'clock? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just recall what led us to do that. 

Senator Jones. Who asked you to do that? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that. 

Senator Jones. You do not remember anything about it? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

The Chairman. What efforts have you made, if any, Mr. Baker, 
to find whether the saloon keepers were really not doing any business 
during these two hours that you allowed them to enter their places 
on Sunday? Have you made any personal inspections of any of 
these places on Sunday? 

Mr. Baker. I do not go out on personal inspections, but when I am 
out on Sundays I pay attention to it myself. 

The Chairman. How many have you really inspected along that 
Une? 

Mr. Baker. I really do not know; I could not say. Only those 
which would come in my way during my walks. 

The Chairman. As many as 50 ? 

Mr. Baker. I would not say as many as 50. 

The Chairman. Have you gone into any of them on Sunday? 

Mr. Baker. Have I ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Then you could not say that you have made an 
inspection, could you ? 

Mr. Baker. I mean the screens are supposed to be open and you 
can see in. That is what I had reference to — see from the outside; a 
view from the outside only. 
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The Chairman. You have an inspector, have you not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Mr. Waldo Hibbs ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Whom you keep in your office as a stenographer f 

Mr. Baker. At times; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. He testified that he had done nothing but steno- 
graphic work since November 1, and that you had not directed him 
to make any investigation in that time. 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that we have. 

The Chairman. The law gives him police powers in connection 
with investigations ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Has the board itself made any inspections sincc^ 
November 1, for the purpose of seeing whether the barrooms are 
conducted in an orderly manner ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall that they have; not officially. 

The Chairman. Do you not think that inspections from time to 
time are contemplated by the law — official inspections ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Through your inspector ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Why have you not given him some orders and 
rules to go by ? 

Mr. Baker. Just at this time he has been very busy in the office,, 
and all the force has been quite busy; and with the Christmas holi- 
days coming in and all that, I suppose we have not been able to get 
at it. 

The Chairman, It would seem that Christmas, of all times, would 
be the time when these places ought to be watched most vigilantly, 
when people are out for a good time. 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Has the board taken up for consideration the mat^ 
ter of issuing orders and instructions and rules to the inspector ? 

Mr. BrVKER. Stating the rules, do you mean? 

Senator Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not know as it has. 

Senator Jones. As to inspections; that is what I mean. I mean 
since the 1st of November. 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. Do you understand that under the law the real 
duty of this inspector is to see that the saloons are carried on accord- 
ing to law; that that is what he is for? 

Mr. Baker. I did not understand he was just for that only. 

Senator Jones. Do you not understand that that is the principal 
thing? The law says there shall be a clerk at $1,500, and the law 
says that there shall also be an inspector at $1,500, who shall hav€i 
police power and who shall inspect under the orders of the board. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I will read it. 

Par. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of $1,500 per annum 
and an inspector with police powers at a salary of $1,500 per annum. Said inspector 
shall make inspections as may be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board, and make full report of such inspections to the board. He shall wear a badge 
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indicating that he is such inspector of the excise board. The board shall keep a full 
record of all applications for license, of all recommendations for and remonstrances 
against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken thereon. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think the purpose of that is that it 
Bhall be this man's duty to see from time to time that the saloons are 
obeying the law ? 

Mr. Baker. Under orders of the board ? 

Senator Jones. Why, certainly. The board is not going to give 
him any orders about that 

Mr. Saker. Oh, yes; it would. 

Senator Jones. When ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not just know about that. 

The Chairman. The law savs that said inspector shall make inspec- 
tions as he shall be required by this section, under the orders of the 
board. That makes it mandatory on both him and the board that 
these inspections be made; and the spirit of the law is that they shall 
be made frequently. 

Senator Jones. And that he should go aroimd at imusual times, 
so as to find any violations that may be taking place. Do you not 
understand that that provision was put in there for the purpose of 
enabling the board to see that the law is comphed with ? The very 
word '^mspector" implies that. Is not that true? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. The board never has considered the matter of pre- 
paring orders under which the inspector shall act ? 

Mr. Baker. No; it has no specific orders. 

Senator Jones. Why did you not select a clerk who was a sten- 
ographer ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know why. 

Senator Jones. You knew you were going to hav^e a good deal of 
stenographic work, and that was largely clerical. That is supposed to 
be clerical work, is it not ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know 

vSenator Jones. That does not come under the head of inspection, 
does it ? 

Mr. Baker. No; not entirely. 

Senator Jones. And it would not be imphed as a part of the duties 
of the inspector to act as a stenographer, would it ? 

Mr. Baker. He is there under the orders of the board, whatever 
they may be. 

Senator Jones. Do you think that taking testimony in regard to 
these hcenses is inspecting ? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. Did the board think that? 

Mr. Baker. No; they did not think that was inspection. 

Senator Jones. When did you expect this inspector to do any 
inspecting work ? 

Mr. Baker. I expect him to do quite a good deal of it from now on 
to the busy season again. 

Senator Jones. And then you expect him to do stenographic work 
again? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you not think that you had better let him act 
as an inspector and have a clerk who can do this stenographic work ? 
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Do you not think you would come more nearly to a compliance with 
the mtent of the law if you should do that ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as we would. 

Senator Jones. You think that the law intends this inspector to 
inspect onlv when he is directed by the board, and that the board is 
under no obligation to give any such directions unless they want to? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not tnink that way, entirely. He is always 
an inspector. He is not an inspector under our orders. If he sees 
anythmg in violation of law he surely would report it. That is what 
we expect. 

Senator Jones. But you do not give him any opportunity to go out 
and inspect. You keep him at work in the office. Is not that true ? 

Mr. Baker. He has been there during the hours from 9 to 4.30, of 
course. 

Senator Jones. Those are regular office hours, are they not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have not given him any orders about inspec- 
ting work afterwards, have you ? 

Mr. Baker. No — ^we have given him some; yes. 

Senator Jones. What orders have you given him ? 

Mr. Baker. We have sent him out on inspections. 

Senator Jones. But that was to examine this particular matter 
with reference to these appUcations for licenses? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Was it to see whether the law had been violated 
or not? Was that last year, before the 1st of November? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Nothing has been done since that? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

The Chairman. I will state that he testified that he visited 130 
places last year, about May and June and July, when there were 
some 500 saloons, I believe, in the District. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; there were over 500. 

Senator Thompson. There is one class of people who are absolutely 
excluded by the law from these places where hquor is sold; that 
is, minors ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. There could not be any mistake about the 
construction of the language, "that no minor under the age of 18 
years shall be allowed to enter or be permitted to remain in any place 
where intoxicating liquors are sold, other than a hotel, restaurant, or 
club " ? Have you not by your rules extended that to grocery stores 
and other places selUng hquor with other things, and permitted the 
building of a httle two by four railing around that part, and per- 
mitted the minors to go in there, within that raihng — or without 
the railing ? 

Mr. Baker. They stay without the raihng. 

Senator Thompson. Do you permit them to go into these places ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Just so they stay without that little railing. Do 

}rou not think that that is an evasion of the direct prohibition of this 
aw with respect to minors, if liquor is sold there ? The law says any 
place where it is sold, you know. Has your attention ever been 
called to that before ? 
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Mr. Baker. I do not know as it has; no, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You do know that they have these little rail- 
ings around, in wholesale houses where they handle other things ? 

Mr. Baker. I do. 

Senator Thompson. And that a child of any age is permitted to 
go there and buy peanuts or candy? 

Mr. Baker. I do. 

Senator Thompson. And that there may be adults on the other 
side of the raihn^ buying whisky or any other intoxicating liquor ? 

Mr. Baker. That is true. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not think that the very objects of the 
law have been nulhfied, then, with reference to pronibiting minors 
from seeing transactions or knowing of transactions of that kind? 

Mr. Baker. No; I do not so regard it. 

Senator Thompson. There is also a direct provision of the law 
that there shall be but one entrance to a place where intoxicating 
Kquors are sold. I will give the exact language: 

Nor provide or permit to be used more than one entrance to said bar room from the 
street, which entrance shall be the one mentioned in his application for license, unless 
the excise board shall especially permit an extra entrance. 

Those applications for extra entrances are common, are they not ? 

Mr. Baker. Not very common. 

Senator Thompson. Your report shows that there were 39 re- 
quests during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914. Do you remember 
that? 

Mr. Baker. That is, last year? 

Senator Thompson. Yes; 1914, it says here. Do you remember 
how many were refused out of those 39 ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall. 

The Chairman. One, I think. 

Senator Thompson. During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914, 
39 requests for permission to maintain such extra entrances were 
presented to the ooard, of which 38 were granted and 1 was refused, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. It is rather a formal matter to apply for an 
extra entrance and get it by the board? What is the procedure? 

Mr. Baker. What do you mean? 

Senator Thompson. To get an extra entrance. 

Mr. Baker. They apply for permission, and we go and inspect 
them and see whether it is permissible and proper for us to grant 
it, and report. 

Senator Thompson. Whether it is permissible. Supposing that 
Mr. Miller should apply to have an extra entrance on E Street. What 
would your idea be about granting an entrance there ? 

Mr. Baker. He would not get it. 

Senator Thompson. Why not ? 

Mr. Baker. We would not grant an extra entrance where we 
would not issue a license. 

Senator Thompson. And you would not issue a license because it 
would make an extra saloon on that street ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And it is still there ? 

Mr. Baker. It is so considered. 
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The Chairman. If you did give him an extra entrance at the same 
place of business, it would make another saloon on E Street ? 

Mr. Baker. Not an extra entrance, Senator. The appUcation for 
a license is on Fourteenth Street. 

The Chairmai^. I say, if now he were to apply for an extra entrance 
on Fourteenth Street at his present place of business, and you were 
to give it to him, it would make four saloons on that street ? 

Mr. Baker. On Fourteenth Street ? 

The Chairman. On E Street. I mean if he were now to apply for 
an extra entrance on E Street, and you were to give it to him at the 
same place of business, it would make four saloons on E Street ? 

Mr. Baker. If we should give it to him it would. 

The Chairman. How can an entrance create a saloon? 

Mr. Baker. It does not create a saloon. 

Senator Jones. That would be the reason why you would deny him 
an extra entrance, because it would make four saloons on E Street ? 

Mr. Baker. I have just stated we would not grant an extra en- 
trance where we could not Ucense a saloon. 

Senator Jones. You have licensed that saloon? 

Mr. Baker. On Fourteenth Street. 

Senator Jones. But the body of the saloon is the same. 

Mr. Baker. Fourteenth Street is where we Hcensed that, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You have 300 saloons, as I understand it. 
That does not necessarily mean just* 300 places where hquor is sold 
under a Ucense, does it ? 

Mr. Baker. How is that ? 

Senator Thompson. I say you have issued 300 saloon licenses — I 
think that is what you call them 

Mr. Baker. Barroom licenses. 

Senator Thompson. That does not necessarily mean only 300 places 
where intoxicating liquor is sold, does it? 

Mr. Baker. I just do not catch your question. 

The Chairman. He asks whether there are anv other places in the 
city where intoxicating liquors are sold besides these hcensed places ? 

Mr. Baker. Do I understand you to say that 

The Chairman. He asks that. Do you know of any other places 
where intoxicating hquors are sold besides these you have licensed! 

Mr. Baker. I do not. 

Senator Thompson. Some of these Ucenses you call restaurant 
licenses are double-barreled concerns; they can have a bar, and serve 
in another room in the way of a restaurant; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. The restaurant privilege carries that. 

Senator Thompson. I mean they are just the same, only for table 
arrangements 

Mr. Baker. It is served from the licensed place; the way I imder- 
stand it. We do not license the other place at all. It is only served 
from the licensed place. 

Senator Thompson. Of course it is bought and paid for just the 
same as at any other place, except that they do not stand up to the 
bar; is not that right? What I am trying to get at is that there 
are really more than 300 places where they are buying and selling 
intoxicating hquors. 

Mr. Baker. Not to my knowledge. 
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Senator Thompson. Take, for instance, the Grand Hotel. There 
is a restaurant there, and then they hare some kind of an entertain- 
ment, with dancing going on downstairs all the time. They sell it 
down there, do they not ? 

Mr. Baker. They serve it there from the bar, as I miderstand it. 
I have never been there. 

Senator Thompson. But the man or the woman does not go up to 
the bar to pay the bill ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. They buy it and sell it right there ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. So it is at Geyer's. They have a bar, and then 
in addition to that they have a large restaurant upstairs and down- 
stairs, and they buy and sell liquor in those places just the same as 
in the saloon, under a restaurant license ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is true in many, many places; is it not? 

Mr. Baker. I suppose so. 

Senator Thompson. So that there are a large number of places 
where intoxicating Uquors are sold other than these 300 licensed 
places ? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. Mr. Baker, I understand that you have not been 
asked about the granting of barroom licenses in the residence dis- 
tricts, and places where less than 50 per cent of the frontage is 
occupied by business houses. I understand that the board has held 
that that provision of the law does not apply to hotels and clubs in 
those sections ? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Jones. What authority has the board for holding any- 
thing of that kind in the law? Tne law says that no barroom license 
shall be granted in those places. Why did you put in a provision 
excepting clubs and hotels, when such a rule is not in the law ? 

Mr. Baker. May I read from this [exhibiting a paper] ? 

Senator Jones. You may read from it, yes; but I should think 
you ought to be able to give your reason without reading from 
something. 

Mr. Baker. We put it in thinking we were giving the expression of 
Congress. 

Senator Jones. Why did you put it in ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know just why we put it in, except 

Senator Jones. You may read what you have there. 

Mr. Baker (reading) : 

The portion of the excise law which, upon a casual reading by itself, would seem to 
exclude the grautiag of barroom licenses to hotels and clubs in the residence portion 
of the District of Cohimbia reads as follows: 

Senator Jones. What are you reading from ? 
Mr. Baker. Minutes. [Continuing reading:] 

Par. 2. sub. sec. 7. Hereafter no license shall be granted for tlie establishment or 
maintenance of a barroom or other place for the sale intoxicating liquors, otnerwise 
than in sealed packages and not to be drunk on the premises, in any residential portion 
of the District of Columbia: and it shall be the duty of the excise board to determine 
in the case of each application for license wlfelher the location where the barroom is 
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to be located is or is not within the business i)ortion of the District, and if not the 
license shall be denied; and the excise board is hereby authorized and required to 
determine in each case what is so far devoted to business as to constitute it a business 
street or section; provided, that no license shall be granted for any saloon or barroom 
on any side of any s(juare, block, or tract of land where less than 50 per cent of the foot 
frontiage, not including saloons or hotels and clubs having barroom licenses under this 
section, is used for business purposes; nor shall intoxicating liquors be sold at whole- 
sale outside of the business districts as above provided. 

In the absence of specific words permitting the licensing of hotels and clubs outside 
of the business districts, the board believes it is clearly shown that Congress intended 
to make a distinction between a barroom as such and a barroom license held by hotels 
and clubs as is evident from the language just quoted. 

(The paper referred to will be found printed in full appended to 
the statement of the excise board.) 

Senator Jones. Mr. Baker, what is there in that language that 
makes it evident that it was the intention of Congress to exclude 
hotels and clubs ? 

Mr. Baker. It is just as we gather it. 

Senator Jones. You say it is plain there. What is it that makea 
it plain ? 

Mr. Baker. If you will just let me read the rest of this, it might 
explain it. 

Senator Jones. Who is the gentleman behind you handing you 
these papers and prompting you with reference to these matters? 
Who is he? 

Mr. Baker. He is our clerk. 

Senator Jones. Oh, he is the clerk to the board ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. I wish, Mr. Baker, you would point out something 
in that provision that you have right there that shows it was the 
intention of Congress to except hotels and clubs from that prohibition. 

Mr. Baker. I do not know that I can. 

Senator Jones. Who prepared that memorandum ? 

Mr. Baker. It was prepared by us. 

Senator Jones. Did you prepare it? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Jones. Who did ? 

Mr. Baker. I think the chairman did. 

Senator Jones. The chairman prepared it ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And it expressed your views ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Can you give me any reasons for, or anything in 
that law that indicates, the conclusion that you have reached, or 
supports it ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as I can. 

Senator Jones. You can not point out anything in that law that 
warrants the idea that Congress intended to leave out dubs and 
hotels ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know that I can. 

Senator Jones. Do you understand that it is your duty to execute 
this law as it is and not to supplement it by acts of your own ? 

Mr. Baker. We were to promulgate rules and regulations to 

aid^ 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; button were to carry out this law. Yon 

were not to make law, were you ? 

Mi. Baker. No, sir. 
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Senator Jones. You have done it there, have you not ? 

Mr. Baker. It might appear that way. 

Senator Jones. You say it was evidently the intention of Congress 
to exclude them, but you did not do it, so you are going to do it by 
the rule. Is not that the result of that action ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know but what it might appear that way. 

Senator Jones. You say it looks as if Congress might prohibit 
this, but you did not think that was the intent. So you have tried 
to supply what you think Congress omitted, by your rule ? 

Mr. Baker, if ot necessarily. 

Senator Jones. Why is it that the board has not carried out this 
law as it is written, instead of trying to make it what they thought 
it ought to be ? Why have you not done it ? 

Mr. Baker. We thought we were doing it. 

Senator Jones. You thought you were carrying it out the way 
Congress intended it to be ? 

w. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Jones. But not the way it is written. Is not that true? 

(The witness did not answer.) 

Senator Jones. You have granted barroom licenses in places 
where less than 50 per cent of the frontage was business, have you 
not? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Jones*. Do you know where the Cairo Hotel is ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir^ 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether there is any business on 
that side of the street except the drug store on the comer ? 

Mr. Baker. We have said, except hotels 

Senator Jones. I was not asking you about hotels, particularly. 
1 was asking you if you had not^anted barroom licenses where 
less than 50 per cent of the foot frontage was occupied by busi- 
ness houses. X ou have done that in a number of cases, have you 
not? 

Mr. Baker. Hotels and clubs. 

Senator Jones. But the law does not except them. 

Mr. Baker. I do not know that it does. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any breweries located in residence 
districts ? 

Mr. Baker. I can not recall oije. 

The Chairman. Could you furnish the committee with a list of the 
liquor properties owned by local breweries ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Do your records show who owns these various 
Uquor houses ? 

Mr. Baker. It was brought out in the application. They have to 
state in the applioatiou who owns the property in which tte saloon 
IS to be. 

The Chairman. Do the breweries own any of these saloons? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Howmanv? 

Mr. Baker. I could not tell you. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, have you any recollection along that 
line? • 
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Mr. Smith. I have not, sir. 

The Chairman. How many, approximately ? 

Mr. Smith. I do not know; but it is a very easy matter to get up 
the data. 

The Chairman. Will you furnish us a list of them ? 

Mr. Smith. It will be here to-morrow morning for you. 

The Chairman. Now, Mr. Baker, any further statement you would 
like to make we shall be glad to have. 

Senator Thompson. 1 want to ask vou about Loftus^s place, at the 
comer of D and Thirteen-and-a-half Street. Do you know where 
that is ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember an opening on what is known 
as a residence street there on D Street ? The opening of that saloon 
was originally from the residence section, was it not — the residence 
side of the block — before this l^,w went into eflfect ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know anything about that. 

Senator Thompson. Do you remember his applying for an addi- 
tional opening or a transfer on Thirteen-and-a-half Street, just around 
the comer ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

The Chairman. To transfer his entrance from the D Street side to 
the Thirteen-and-a-half Street side ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; I recall that. 

Senator Thompson. As a matter of fact, do you not know that both 
enteances have been used since this law went into effect, and are being 
used, one from the residence side and one from the other side ? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You have never been there to see ? 

Mr. Baker. I passed by there and foimd it closed. 

Senator Thompson. Very recently ? 

Mr. Baker. Within the last month, or such a matter. 

Senator Thompson. A while ago I asked you relative to the 
Mergner place, and you stated that it was not called to your atten- 
tion that a fence was built there for the purpose of makmg the dis- 
tance farther away from the pubUc school. Did you not so state ? 

Mr. Baker. I may have said so. 

Senator Thompson. In the hearings here held in August — No. 89. 
I do not know whether that has anything to do with it or not. Is 
that the number of the application ? 

Mr. Baker. What is the name ? 

Senator Thompson. John E. Mergner, 89, 415 East Capitol Street. 
Mr. Sheehy asked this question: 

And the main purpose w^s to extend the dis^since from the schoolhouse to the 
entrance to your place? 

The appUcant stated that that was one of them. 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not remember that he admitted that 
was one of the purposes, so as to get it away from the schoolhouse 
without moving the building ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not remember. I do not recall that at all. 

The Chairman. We would like to have the files in the Iiof tw case, 
also. 
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Mr. Smith. At Thirteen-and-a-half Street ? 

The Chairman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smith. I will bring them. 

Senator Jones. Do vou know Mr. Hurdle, or his saloon that he 
used to run on Pennsylvania Avenue ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. As I understand it, he was granted a transfer from 
329 Pennsylvania Avenue to 345 Pennsylvania Avenue, and then 
was refused a license ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether or not any complaints 
were ever made with reference to the conduct of his saloon ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. None of the poUce reports were against him, were 
they ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall, sir, that they were. 

Senator Jones. He had been there, or at 329, for about 20 years; 
is not that correct ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He is just across, or on the opposite side of the 
street, from the Philadelphia House, is he not? 

Mr. Baker. I just do not remember; but I think he is in the same 
square, possibly. 

Senator Jones. Across the street ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; but he is on the opposite side. 

Senator Jones. Can you tell why the board granted a saloon 
license, to the Philadelphia House but refused Mr. Hurdle ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not know as I can. 

Senator Jones. There had been complaints, and there were com- 
plaints and protests against the Philadelphia .House, were there not? 

Mr, Baker. I think there were. 

Senator Jones. And there were no protests made to the board 
against Mr. Hurdlers apphcation, were tnere ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall. 

Senator Jones. But the Philadelphia House was granted a license 
and Mr. Hurdle was refused a license. 

Mr. Baker. So it seems. 

Senator Jones. Was it not also called to your attention that he 
had transferred from 329 to 345, and had gone to an expense of 
about $1,000 in fitting up his place and putting in sanitary arrange- 
ments, and all that sort of thing ? Was not that called to the atten- 
tion of the board ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not recall that. 

Senator Jones. But that will appear in the hearings, if there was 
anything of the kind ? 

Afr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And that the Philadelphia House license was 
granted and the sanitary arrangements had to be made after the 
granting of the license ? Is not that correct ? 
Mr. Baker. Possibly so. 

Senator Jones. But you do not know — you can not tell now — ^why 
the one was granted and the other refused ? 
Mr. Baker. I can not. 
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Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I want to put this letter, in the 
record. It is from Mrs. Hm*dle. 
• (The letter referred to by Senator Jones is as follows:) 

Washington/, D. C, 

Jammry 18, 1915. 
Hon. Senator Jones. 

Kind Sir: In reading' Sunday's paper I see where you claim that the excise board 
had not carried oat the Jones- Works bill according to law. I as one of the saloon- 
keepers' wives who was refused a license after transferring my husband from 329 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW. to 345 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., being 20 years on the 
one square in saloon business and not a black mark against his reputation or business. 
We pat in all sanitary improvements as the excise board said was required before 
tliey could grant the transfer cost us $1,000. When the excise board were going around 
visiting the saloons to report on this year's license General Smith examined our place 
and remarked to my husband, clenenes is Godness; having nothing against us we 
thought we would be all right. My husband was the only one that was granted a 
transfer that was refused a license. 

They made my husband put in sanatary improvements before granting our transfer. 
Now I wish to say not very far away from us tney granted a license and the place had 
no sanatary improvements but they allowed the improvements to be made after the 
granting of the license. Now is that justice? If they had of transferred us without 
make 1^5 us spend $1,000 it would look more like justice to the excise board. We 
kept stnckly a gentleman's house for white Qnly. We never catered for any rough 
element. Our police officers have never had any occasion to come in our place of 
business througn any trouble and we always lived up to the rules of the excise laws. 

I myself called on Mr. Baker in person at his home and stated my circumstances to 
him — ^asked to do something for me. He said he was very sorry but they didn't 
want any saloons on the north side of the Avenue. He said we have nothing against 
Mr. Hurdle but the north side must be closed. 

Pennsylvania Avenue was not a prohibited zone, and there was nothing in the 
Jones- Works bill to keep respectable places from license. 

I think like you, they have overstepped their othority, and I wish to thank you 
ioT the steps you are taken to justice. Mr. Shoemaker, attorney for the Anti-saloon 
League althou against liquor coujd say nothing against my husband. Had Mr. Shoe- 
maker his say at the hearing of the saloonkeepers' license things would be alltogether 
different. I have said nothing in my letter tnat I would not answer in public. 

Mrs. Chas. Hurdle, 
S45 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

Senator Jones. Have we evidence in the record as to these two 
cases ? I suppose you have it in the Philadelphia House case ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. I want the Hurdle application record also. 

Mr. Smith. Very weU. 

The Chairman. Mr. Baker, we shoidd be glad to have any further 
remarks that you care to make. 

Senator Jones. If Mr. Baker has nothing further, I want to pre- 
sent here a letter from Mr. E. F. La Porte, of the National Water 
Co., of Baltimore, Md., in reference to the Marks House, and have it 
go into the record. 

(The chairman read the. letter referred to, which is as foUows:) 

National Water Co., 
Baltimore, February 20, 1915. 
Senator Jones, 

Member of Investigating Committee of Exdse Board, 

United States Capital, Washington, D. C. 

r Dear Sir: I desire to call your attention to a place in your city at Tenth and E 
conducted by a man named Marks. That the place is disreputable there is no ques- 
tion, and many business men in Washington are at a loss to understand why or how 
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he could obtain a license to do basLnesB. This same man was closed up here far con- 
ducting a joint of like character. 

{^Thursday night I went into this place with a business man who was endeavoring 
to collect a bill which had been due for 11 months. We were invited to sit at a table 
with two women, one of whom was smoking a cigar and reciting the most filthy stories. 
When the party I accompanied into the place asked for a check without the slightest 
provw:ation we were assaulted. 

Men and places of such character are a drawback to respectable caf6s who comply 
with the law and are conducting a legitimate business. 

An investigation will prove to ^ou that what I teU you are facts and if you desire 
to investigate my standing and integrity you can do so through the Masonic, Elks, 
Moose and Eagle fraternities of which I am a member. 
Yours very truly, 

E. F. La Porte. 

Every first-clasB caf6 man in Washington can tell you who I am. 

Senator Jones. Have you anything to say with reference to any 
statements in that letter ? 

Mr. Baker. I have not, sir. 

Tlie Chairman. Mrs. Hurdle is a white lady, is she not ? 

Mr. Baker. Oh, ves. 

The Chairman. And the man who owns the Philadelphia Hotel is 
a colored man ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. I understood you to say that you are familiar 
with and had examined, before issuing the hcense, the premises at 
Mr. Marks's saloon, No. 89 in these cases ? 

Mr. Baker. Only in the measurement — I was there and visited it 
and measured it. I was there officially to measure it. 

Senator Thompson. You were there to measure it, and you saw the 
situation there relative to the schoolhouse ? 

Ifr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That was a building used exclusively for school 
purposes, was it not ? There is no question about that, is there ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not think so. 

Senator Thompson. That is a real public school ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. With ' ' a steeple and a bell." I find in these 
'files a little plat, or what purports to be a plat, showing the situation 
at that place, and I wiU ask you to examme it and see if that does 
not represent it fairly, as you remember it ? 

Mr.JBaker (after examining plat referred to). Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That was called to your attention before the 
issuance of the license ? 

Mr. Baker. It may have been, sir. 

Senator Thompson. It is a part of the files in the case ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; it is a part of the files. 

Senator Thompson. I would like to have this made a part of the 
record. 

(The plat referred to is as follows:) 
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Chart, showing the location of barroom at 415 East Capitol 
Street, with reference to schoolhouse at comer of Fifth and A 
Streets S£. 

There is wide parking on both sides of East Capitol Street. In 
the square between FourUi and Fifth Streets, a public sidewalk 
extends almost the entire distance on the south side of street, 
immediately in front of the store buildings, in addition to the 
usual sidewalk near the street curb. 

As shown above, indicated by the lines in red ink, an iron 
fence has been built across the parking, on either side of the bar- 
room, extending to the building on the east side, but only to 
the sidewalk on the west side. This obstructs the sidewalk 
on one side only, but it is on the side nearest the school at Fifth 
and A Street SE. The former route of direct communica- 
tion is shown by the black dotted line. The route created by 
the new fence is shown by the red dotted line. This fence was 
erected shortly after the enactment of the excise law that 
becomes effective November 1, 1914. 
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TESTIMONY OF THOMAS RTJPPERT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your address here in the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. RuppERT. 1825 Hamhne Street NE. 

The Chairman. You had a saloon in a certain part of the District 
of Columbia last year? 

Mr. RupPERT. Yes, sir — 145 B Street SE. 

The Chairman. Did one of the commissioners live in that same 
block ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir; Mr. Bride. 

The Chairman. Was yours the only saloon in that block ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Were any protests ever made against the manner 
in which you conducted your business ? 

Mr. RuppERT. None whatever. 

The Chairman. Did you at any time ask the excise board to 
examine your place to see if you were complying with the law ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I did, last spring. Last spring when Mr. Sheehy 
was chairman of the committee I heard he was going to resign and 
Mr. Bride was going *) take his job. Of course I got shaky, then, 
and I went down and told the excise board to come up and look at 
the place, to see if there was anything like schools or churches there. 
If there were, I wanted to know, and would get a transfer and move. 

They came up there and measured me as close as they could. 
They measured me an air line. I said, ''How do you make it?'' 
Sheehy said, ''Ruppert, you are 5 feet short." I said, ''How is that? 
We have got over 450." He said, "Right straight down the middle 
of the street." I said, "I thought you couldn't walk like that." 

The Chairman. Who had given you the 450-foot measurement? 

Mr. RuppERT. The captain had given us 447. 

The Chairman. The police captain ? 

Mr. RupPERT. Yes. We had been measured several times. 

The Chairman. When you had made application before, when you 
first wanted to do business ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Oh, we had this place for seven years. 

The Chairman. Go ahead. Wny had the captain measured you 
before that ? 

Mr. RuppERT. It wasn't time for it yet. He did not measure until 

?ou put up the money for your license. Then the captain measures, 
hat was early in the sprmg. Just when Sheehy was ready to re- 
sign — that was around in March, I should think, or April, or aroimd 
there — he came out and measured it as close as he could, and he came 
back and said, "You are 5 feet short — 395 feet to that church down 
there." "You did not measure right," I said. He measured right 
in the middle of the street, and you can't walk Uke that, and he 
measured against the traffic regulations. I told him, "You didn't 
measure it right." He said, "We wiU measure any way we want; 
any way we feel like." I said, "I had better move, then." He says, 
"No; you have got that side entrance. Shut your main entrance 
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up and use the side entrance. You have got 7 feet across from 
there/' 

The Chairman. Were the other commissioners present ? 

Mr. RuppBRT. Yes; Baker and Mr. Smith was with them. The 
next day I got permission to shut the front door up and use the side 
door. We thought we were all right. AI30, I had to put plate glass 
in and tile flooring and new plumbing, and it cost me $500. We 
even put that in. 

The Chairman. Did they require you to put in the new plumbing? 

Mr. RuppERT. Yes, sir; they had me arrested; down in the police 
court, if I did not put it in. I do not think the commissioners did 
that. I think "the plumbing inspector did that. That was none 
of their business. Of course, we fixed all that and was looking for 
getting the license then, but when the licenses came around I did 
not get any. They came around and inspected me, and he said, 
''You are still shorf — after we had moved the door. He said, 
''You are still too close to that church.'' 

The Chairman. When was this measurement made which gave 
you 450 feet ? 

Mr. RuppERT. That was made right shortly after we put the money 
up. The captain gave us that. 

The Chairman. After you employed a lawyer ? After you put 
what money up ? 

Mr. RuppERT. No, no; before. 

The Chairman. After you put what money up ? 

Mr. RuppERT. The money for the license, the $1,500. As soon as 
you put the money up and report as to the reason you are in, they 
measure you up. 

The Chairman. Do you remember the date of that measurement ? 

Mr. RuppERT. It was in August; it was about the 15th of August. 
It might have been a little before or a Uttle after, but around the 
middle of August. 

The Chairman. That measurement was by right angles, and it 
gave you 450 feet ? 

Mr. RuppERT. 447 feet. That is what the captain gave us. 

The Chairman. What captain was that ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Capt. Mulhall, Fifth Precinct, southeast. 

Senator Dillingham. Was your Ucense refused ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Oh, yes; turned down. 

The Chairman. Your Ucense was refused in November? 

Mr. RupPERT. Yes, sir; the new license was turned down. 

The Chairman. Was anybody close to you relicensed ? 

Mr. RuppERT. No; I was the only one in the block. 

The Chairman. Who represented you in your effort to get a 
license ? 

Mr. RupPERT. Alexander BeU. 

The Chairman. I mean, to have your hcense renewed. 

Mr. RupPERT. Oh! Alexander BeU represented me. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him ? 

Mr. RuppERT. $100 originally, and if I got it he was going to get 
$250 more, but he did not succeed, so he did not get any more. 

The Chairman. When this police captain made this measure- 
ment, was that when you first got a license ? 
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Mr. RuppERT. No, sir; it was just when he applied for the new 
license. You know, we appUed for it the 1st ot September. You 
have to put your money up the 1st of September, and when you have 
put your money up, then he measures it. You have to have it up 
Defore the 1st of September. 

The Chairman. But that was after they had come down and told 
you to change your entrance ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Oh, yes. That was early in the spring, when 
Sheehy was going to resign. That is the time I got scared. 

The Chairman. Do you know why it was that he charged you a 
contingent fee of $250 in addition to your $100 ? 

Mr. KUPPERT. Sure. 

The Chairman. Why? 

Mr. RuppERT. Because he said, ''We can not do anything if you 
do not have a lawyer. You want to get a lawyer. I am the only 
one that can get it for you," he savs. 

The Chairman. Did he say anything about what he would do with 
the $250 ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I suppose he needed it. 

Senator Thompson. What did he say about it ? 

Mr. RuppERT. He said he wanted $100 down, and after he got the 
license he wanted $250 more. I had to sign a contract. 

Senator Thompson. Did he say anything about what it was neces- 
sary to do in order to get the Ucense ? 

Mr. RuppERT. No. He didn't tell me anything. Of course, I 
suppose if I had paid that money down then, why, 1 would have got 
it. I went around the wrong way. 

The Chairman. Was there any protest against your license being 
renewed ? 

Mr. RuppERT. Nothing whatever. Even some temperance people 
living in that square said they would be more than glad for me to 
have it — people that was against liquor. 

Senator Thompson. There never had been any complaint against 
the place you ran? 

Mr. RuppERT. Not as I know of. 

The Chairman. Do you know who got your license ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I do not know who got it. A man that came from 
the southeast 

The Chairman. How close is he to the church ? 

Mr. RupPERT. I do not know; but they told me he is closer than 
I was. 

The Chairman. Do you know that he is closer than you are ? 

Mr. RuppERT. I do not know. The paper said so. 

The Chairman. Did you ever look it over? 

Mr. RuppERT. They said it was. Of course, that is just saying it. 

The Chairman. Suppose you step it off and see. 

Mr. RuppERT. They would not take my word for it. That would 
not be worth anything. 

TESTIMONY OF THAD B. SARGEANT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your full name? 
Mr. Sargeant. Thad B. Sargeant. 
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The Chairman. And your oflSce ? 

Mr. Sargeant. 1717 Fourteenth Street; real estate business. 

The Chairman. Where is your home address ? 

Mr. Sargeant. 1648 Newton Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Sargeant. AllmyUfe; 40 years. 

The Chairman. Do you know John J. Madden, a saloon keeper in 
the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Sargeant. I do. 

The Chairman. Where is his present place of business ? 

Mr. Sargeant. He is now located at 401 Four-and-a-half Street — 
Four-and-a-half and Virginia Avenue. I know where it is, but I do ^ 
not recall the streets. 

The Chairman. Did you have anything to do with Mr. Madden's 
unsuccessful efforts to get a license ? 

Mr. Sargeant. I had nothing to do with the getting of the license 
for him. I was acting as his agent in the purchase of a certain 
property to which he expected to get a transfer of his license. 

The Chairman. You found three different places at which he tried 
to get transfers? 

Mr. Sargeant. There were three places that he tried to transfer 
to, in which I was interested in the sale of the properties. In each 
case we failed. 

The Chairman. Because the transfers were not allowed him by the 
board ? 

Mr. Sargeant. They were not allowed him by the board in any 
of those cases. 

The Chairman. Shortly after that, or some time after that, did he 
succeed in securing a license ? 

Mr. Sargeant. He did; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Or a transfer? 

Mr. Sargeant. A transfer of a license; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. State what conversation you had with him re- 
garding that ? 

Mr. Sargeant. In the three previous attempts, after his failure to 
secure transfers, in each of the three previous appUcations that he 
made it was stated by a member of the board that there would be 
some chance for him to obtain a transfer if he would stay in south- 
west Washington where he was at that time located. But he did not 
want to remain in southwest Washington; he wanted to go into some 
other section of the city, preferably the northwest. So the fourth 
application that he made, the purchase of the property was made 
through some other real estate firm, and after I found out about it I 
asked him why he did not buy the property through me. I said^ 
''You told me that you would like to go northwest, and that is the 
reason why I never offered you any southwest places. Now you are 
going southwest, and it will be comparatively easy for you to get a 
transfer if you can get one at aU.^' He says, ^' Well, you would not 
come through," or '* You did not have any mfluence," or ''You could 
not help me to get a transfer." 

I told him there was nothing that I could do any more than I had 
done toward securing the property for him. He was, in my opinion, 
out of the prohibited zone, which was as much as I could do toward 
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his securing a transfer. The rest of it had to be attended to by his 
attorney. He told me that I had no influence and could not do any- 
thing for him. I said, ''What do you mean ?*' '' Well," he says, "it 
takes money to get a transfer." 1 said, "You do not mean it takes 
money with the excise board to get a transfer, do you?" He says, 
"You don't understand." In that conversation I noticed that the 
newspapers have put it in such a way as to create a false impression. 
There never has been a time at which I have ever questioned the in- 
tegrity and well meaning of the excise board. I had no reason to 
do so. I have never known anything that they have done that was 
not absolutely all right. But the answer that Mr. Madden made to 
me, I repeated that at a later date to Mr. Wilson, the president of 
the Antisaloon League, and I had no more way of knowing what Mr. 
Madden meant any more than my own opinion in regard to the mat- 
ter. My opinion was not that this money was to be paid to the excise 
board in consideration of the transfer, but I supposed what Mr. 
Madden meant by that was that he would have to give money, pos- 
sibly, to some one else in the shape of an attorney's fee, or something 
similar to that, in order that influence might be brought to bear with 
the board toward getting him the transfer. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN M. TRANT. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your place of business? 

Mr. Trant. I have sold out my place of business. 

The Chairman. Were you in the saloon business ? 

Mr. Trant. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. At what place ? 

Mr. Trant. 629 Four-and-a-half Street. 

The Chairman. Were you granted a license in November, or a 
renewal ? 

Mr. Trant. Last May, I beUeve; some time last year. I can not 
remember the time. 

The Chairman. You were granted a license ? 

Mr. Trant. A transfer; yes. 

The Chairman. How long had you been in the saloon business 
before that ? 

Mr. Trant. About 11 years. 

The Chairman. Were you represented by an attorney in securing 
that transfer ? 

Mr. Trant. Yes. 

The Chairman. Who was your lawyer? 

Mr. Trant. Mr. Mangan. 

The Chairman. What was his fee ? 

Mr. Trant. $25. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about any other fees that 
anybody else paid to get a license ? 

Mr^ Trant. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you have any difficulty in getting your 
transfer ? 

Mr. Trant. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Were there any protests against you ? 

Mr. Trant. Some; yes. 
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The Chaibman. Some protests against you? 

Mr. Trant. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you feel that it was necessary to employ an 
attorney ? 

Mr. Trant. No; I did not think so afterwards. 

The Chairman. What made you think that you had to have a 
lawyer ? 

Mr. Trant. I just got him, that is all, because I seen everybody 
else getting one. 

TESTIMONY OF WIIIIAM T. BXmDIBTE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Cela^irman. Mr. Burdme, you had a saloon before the present 
license year began ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Yes— 709 D Street NW. 

The Chairman. Were you declined a license ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Yes. 

The Chairman. Were there any protests against the manner in 
which you had conducted your business ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. None whatever, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you know why they did not give you a license ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir; I have never been able to find out. 

The Chairman. Did the board give jou any reason ? 

Mr. Burdine. No, sir; except Mr. Smith. 1 met him one day, and 
he told me that the reason was that he had to give out so many, 
and I failed amongthe rest. That is the only reason he gave me. 

The Chairman. Who was your lawyer ? 

Mr. Burdine. I did not have any until I found out I was turned 
down, and I got Mr. Colbert to see if I could not get a rehearing to 
get one of those three places left over; and I got him and went down 
to the board, and he called for my papers, and the papers were brought 
out, and he looked over them and said, '' You have got a good clean 
record here. Your police record and your sanitary record are all 
clear." He turned tne jacket over, and there it was, granted on the 
29th day of October. 

The Chairman. It was marked " granted '^ ? 

Mr. Burdine. Yes, sir; and a line drawn through "granted.'' The 
names had been obliterated by an eraser, but not entirely obliter- 
ated. Below it was marked "Kefused," and the names signed under 
that. I got Mr. Colbert to find out if I could not get a rehearing, 
and I never heard anything from it afterwards, because they started 
to give these other people a license — ^Miller Bros. The Herald came 
out with a report Sunday morning, and I think that scared them into 
giving Miller Bros, a Ucense. 

The Chairman. What did you pay your lawyer ? 

Mr. Burdine. $25. I did not tnink I had to have any in the first 
place, because I was in a saloon zone. I was told that I was in a 
zone, and that I had nothing against me. 

The Chairman. How many saloons were there on that side of the 
block, doing business? 

Mr. Burdine. None whatever. 

The Chairman. Yours was the only one? 

Mr. Burdine. The only one in the whole block. 
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The Chairman. In that whole block? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Back on E Street one block away — at Eighth and E, 
and one at Seventh and E. 

The Chairman. Were there any schools or churches near you ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Had there ever been any complaints against 
your place before ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. None whatever. 

Senator Thompson. There never had been ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir. I had been in the business here 48! years 
one way and another. 

Senator Thompson. You have never been arrested or charged with 
anything? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. I was charged with doing a Sunday business down 
there, but there was no conviction because they could not prove it. 

Senator Thompson. How long ago was that? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. That was about four years ago. That was a Uttle 
spite work on the captain's part. 

Senator Thompson. Was the case tried? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. It was dismissed? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. Yes, sir; aU dismissed — three cases, all dismissed at 
one time. It was three in one month — ^just spite work. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any fees paid by anyone else in 
the matter of getting licenses ? 

Mr. BuRDiNE. No, sir; only hearsay, that is all. 

TESTIMONY OF REV. ARTHUR RANDAII. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. Randall. Arthur Kandall. 

The Chairman. What is your address ? 

Mr. Randall. 117 O Street NW. 

The Chairman. WiU you state your experience in contesting a 
license for a liquor house before the excise board ? In the first place^ 
what is your business ? 

Mr. Randall. I am a minister; pastor of the People's Congrega- 
tional Church on M Street between Sixth and Seventh, NW. 

The Chairman. Is that a colored church ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have you been there in the calling of a 
minister ? 

Mr. Randall. Since 1902. 

The Chairman. State your experience in the matter of any liquor 
houses near youi* church, or elsewhere. 

Mr. Randall. The saloon against which I brought to the hearing 
of the excise board written protests — ^I think also from the president 
of the board of education — ^was one situated at the comer of First and 
O Streets, NW., opposite which the M Street Hiffh School is now being 
erected. The reason why the president of the Doard of trustees pro- 
tested against the licensing of tnat saloon was because of its nefarious 
character. I have just moved there less than a year. People have 
been arrested in the saloon, and it was so bad I could not have my 
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children out in my yard. I lived five or six doors down from it before 
the October era of relicensing them under the new regulations. 

The Chairman. Why was it that your children could not be out 
in the yard ? 

Mr. Kanball. Because of the drunks, and their arrests in and 
around the saloon. 

The Chairman. Did anyone bring this matter to the attention of 
the excise board ? 

Mr. Randall. I did, personally, in my protest against it. 

The Chairman. Is this a colored high school du-ectly across the 
street ? 

Mr. Randall. It is being now erected there, and I called attention 
to that, besides, on other grounds. We protested against it on the 
ground that there were two inhabited alleys in close proximity to this 
saloon; and also, Senator, because that saloon is not in what can [be 
claimed to be a business block. There are less than 50 per cent of 
business houses in that block. 

The Chairman. On that side of the block where the saloon is ? 

Mr. Randall. On that side of the block where the saloon is. 

Senator Thompson. AU the other places are private residences ? 

Mr. Randall. There are other business places. There are a Chi- 
nese laundry and restaurant and barbershop. I counted the houses. 
I went particularly through each house in there, and the majority 
of them were residences. 

The Chairman. Did the majority of them also protest against 
this saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. Not on that block. That was the First Street block 
where the saloon faced. But on my side, O Street, running right 
perpendicular to that same street, is where I made the protest. I 
was sick during that time, and I got up out of my bed, against my 
doctor's advice, to make this protest. 

TTie Chairman. What did the board say about this protest and 
yom* a^uments ? Did they make any comments ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes. I appealed. I said that, due to the busi- 
ness of that saloon, my church, a small one, had constantly to take 
up monev to buy shoes and to buy groceries for the people Uving 
aroxmd there, and that from a humane standpoint it ought not to 
be reUcensed. I said that my whole church was against it. I carried 
down my membership roll oi more than 200 members, and they said 
they would do according to the law. One member of the excise 
board was satisfied. I said, '^By this law, there are no grounds on 
which this saloon can be relicensed for wholesale or retail business." 
That was because I had one of the regulations in my hand, saying 
that no saloon could be hcensed in a block where there was less than 
60 per cent of the houses were business houses. 

The Chairman. Do you live near your church ? • Is your house 
next to the church ? 

Mr. Randall. No, sir; my house is on O Street and my church 
on M, in that same vicinity. 

The Chairman. Who owns the saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. A Mr. Donohue. 

The Chairman. Do you remember his initials ? 

Mr. Randall. I think his name is John. 

The Chairman. Did he have a lawyer? 
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Mr. Randall. He had a lawyer. The lawyer laughed at me and 
said that I just came down there to make the regular temperance 
talk. 

The Chairman. Who was the lawyer ? 

Mr. Randall. I do not know his name, sir. 

Senator Jones. As I understand it, the grounds of your protest 
were, first that there was a schoolhouse to be erected across the street 
within 400 feet from the saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. Right opposite, in the next block. 

Senator Jones. And you called that to the attention of the board? 

Mr. Randall. I did, sir. 

Senator Jones. And, second, that it was in a residence section 
where less than 50 per cent was occupied for business purposes ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; and I wrote a letter to the president of the 
board of education, Mr. Blair, and I would be very glad to give it to 
this committee. 

Senator Jones. He protested against the granting of the Ucense? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. On what grounds? 

Mr. Randall. Because oi the school's location. 

Senator Jones. You have the letter with you, you sav? 

Mr. Randall. I thought I had it in my pocket. I nave it in my 
files. 

Senator Jones. WiU you bring that letter here to be put into the 
record ? 

Mr. Randall. I shall be glad to do it, sir. 

Senator Jones. You wrote it to the board ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; and handed one to Mr. Sheehy, and I think 
it gave the names of property owners and other residents protesting 
against the saloon. 

The Chairman. Within that saloon and around it you say arrests 
have been made ? 

Mr. Randall. Before the relicensing of it, it was reaUy nefarious. 

The Chairman. How about since that time ? 

Mr. Randall. They sell in sealed packages, and I have constantly, 
in sweeping my sidewalk, to sweep oflf flasks where they have been 
drunk. 

Senator Jones. This is a wholesale place, too ? 

The Chairman. Selling less than 5 gallons ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You have to sweep these flasks away ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; broken and whole. 

The Chairman. Have you seen any other evidences of drunken- 
ness along there since November ? 

Mr. Randall. I have not seen any person drunk since that time, 
but we have heard the loud, boisterous talk, and the congregation, 
I have come across groups of young men drinking in front of my house. 

The Chairman. Since November ? 

Mr. Randall. Since that time; yes. 

The Chairman. And does your church still have to put up for 
people who have been driven to want by this saloon ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. I would like, Senator, to tell my ex- 
periences as a chaplain of the District charities. 

The Chairman. About things happening since November ? 
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Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; helping these helpless ones. 

The Chairman. All right. 

Mr. Randall. In Six-and-a-half Street, in the alley right back 
of my church. Goat Alley, and so forth, I am constantly called in 
to serve those families who are ruined and made a wreck of through 
whisky drinking, and I am even sent out to the tuberculosis hospital 
to serve 

The Chairman. Do you know that they got their whisky at this 
place ? 

Mr. Randall. I do not know; but they are whisky cases, where 
they are just made human wrecks through the drinking of it. 

Senator Jones. We know all about the effects. 

Senator Thompson. Have you seen any young men going in and out 
of this place since November ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir; constantly. 

Senator Thompson. Any boys ? 

Mr. Randall. Women and young men. I do not see any what we 
call minors. 

Senator Thompson. Colored and white, both ? 

Mr. Randall. No; no white men. This saloon is largely patron- 
ized by colored people. 

Senator Thompson. You have seen colored women going in and 
out of there ? 

Mr. Randall. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do jo\i know the characters of any of those 
whom you have seen going into and out of that place ? 

Mr. Randall. Only on general principles. I have seen right oppo- 
site there, at the police box, young men in their teens arrested, largely 
through the use of liquor sold in that saloon, I would judge. 

(At 6.10 o'clock p. m., the committee adjourned until to-morrow, 
Friday, February 26, 1915, at 10.30 o'clock a. m.) 
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IJjNVESTIGATTON OF THE CONDUCT OF THE EXCISE BOARD OF 
^^ THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 



FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1915. 

Special Committee 

United States Senate, 

Wdshington, D. O. 

The special committee met, pursuant to adjourmnent, at 10.30 
o'clock a. m., in the room of the Committee on Indian Affairs of the 
Senate, in the Capitol. 

Present: Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, Jones, and 
DiUmgham. 

TESTIMONY OF HENRY SCHNEIDER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State yom* official position. 

Mr. Schneider. I am a captain of tne Metropolitan poUce, in charge 
of the seventh precinct. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District ? 

Ifc. Schneider. About 25 years. 
' The Chairman. What was your State, originally ? 
I Mr. Schneider. New York. 

The Chairman. Did you have opportunity to know about the 
granting of a license to Mr. Killeen ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you make the measurements ? 

Mr. Schneider. Not personally, in 1914, but my sergeants did; 
and I based my official report on the measurements made by the 
sei^eants. 

The Chairman. Please state what that report was. 

Mr, Schneider. John Killeen, or «Tohn F. Killeen, located 362 feet 
from the Dumbarton M. E. Church.- AU the provisions of the excise 
law have been complied with in every instance, except that he was 
within 362 feet, according to my measurement, of the M. E. Dum- 
barton Church. 

The Chairman. What system of measurement did you adopt ? 

Mr. Schneider. The nearest course of travel. 

The Chairman. That is in a straight line from entrance to entrance ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Or did you make any turns ? 

Mr. Schneider. You are compelled to make a turn by turning into 
Dumbarton Avenue. 

The Chairman. How far from the entrance would you go before 
you would turn ? 

Mr. Schneider. From the center of the sidewalk. 

The Chairman. You went to the center of the sidewalk ? 

233 
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Mr. Schneider. Yes; to the doorsteps of the entrance to the 
church. 

The Chairman. Did you go to the center of the sidewalk in front 
of the steps of the church before you turned ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. Or did the steps run out to the center? 

Mr. Schneider. The steps ran out to the sidewalk. 

The Chairman. Did they run to the center of the sidewalk or 
across the sidewalk ? 

Mr. Schneider. They run to the edge of the sidewalk. The en- 
trance to the church proper would be some feet back. The church 
sets back oflP the building line, but I consider that the church premises 
commence, at the building line. 

The Chairman. In leaving the saloon entrance, you went to the 
center of the sidewalk ? 

Mr. Schneider. Practically, yes. 

The Chairman. There were two other appUcants for that same 
license, were there not, or two other applicants in that immediate 
vicinity ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Lipnick and Cole ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Were they in the same block with Mr. Killeen? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Was Lipnick within the 400-foot limit? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What was his distance ? 

Mr. Schneider. Lipnick's distance was 328 feet. 

The Chairman. Measured in the same way that you measured 
Killeen^s ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What distance was Cole from the church? 
' Mr. Schneider. I have not got the exact number of feet, but it 
was quite a number over 400 feet. 

The Chairman. You are f amihar with the situation ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And you know that to be the fact? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. I measured it myself years, ago for several 
years. 

The Chairman. Did you know anything against Cole and the way 
in which he managed the place ? Was there any complaint or pro- 
test against him ? 

Mr. Schneider. Absolutely none. 

The Chairman. Do you know why he was rejected and this other 
man accepted? 

Mr. Schneider. I do not. 

The Chairman. Mr. Killeen was given the Hcense ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. These measurements were made by Sergt. 
J. M. Watch. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the bar operated by 
Joseph Schladt ? 

Mr. Schneider. I do. 

The Chairman. Where is he located ? 

Mr. Schneider. At 1236 and 1238 Wisconsin Avenue. 

The Chairman. He is running a supposed hotel there, is he not? 
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Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What is the name of the place? 

Mr. Schneider. The West Washington Hotel. 

The Chairman. Do you know how many rooms there are in that 
place ? 

Mr. Schneider. I made an inspection of those premises four years 
ago — I am not positive whether three or four years ago — and at that 
time I counted 22 rooms. That is exclusive of the rooms that were 
occupied by him and his family. He then made alterations and cut 
some of the rooms up into 2 rooms, and brought the number of rooms 
up to 26. Originally he had only 22. 

The Chairman. I see here that he has a hotel hcense. 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And he is now operating under a hotel Ucense, and 
the official record or the license record shows that he has 30 rooms at 
this time ? 

Mr. Schneider. I have not made an inspection in the last three 
years. I had no occasion to do it. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about the character of the 
place ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Will you state what it is ? 

Mr. Schneider. The character of it is bad. 

The Chairman. In what respect? State fully what you know 
about that place? 

Mr. Schneider. I have been acquainted with Joe Schladt's place 
for approximately 14 years. I have had Schladt in court a number 
of times for violating the Sunday law, selling Uquor on Sundays. 

The Chairman. Has he ever been convicted? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. I have raided poker games in that place. 
May I read the record as I know it to be of my own personal knowledge ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Schneider. I made notes of it. 

The Chairman. Have you the dates also? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Go ahead. 

Mr. ScHNEmER. August 25, 1905, Sunday bar, dismissed; Novem- 
ber 25, 1905, Sunday bar, $100 fine, paid; October 23, 1907, un- 
licensed bar, fine $800, but granted a new trial and finally case was 
nol-prossed; August 16, 1907, Sunday bar, $200 fine, paid; Sep- 
tember 9, 1908, violating police regulations. I can not recall just 
what that was, but it was nol-prossed. November 27, 1908, per- 
mitting gaming, dismissed. That is the poker game that I referred 
to. The man who was running the ffame assumed all the responsi- 
bility, although Mr.^Schladt was within 15 feet of where the game 
was Deing played. The place also has a reputation of being a bawdy 
house. 

The Chairman. It has that reputation now ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. As early as 1906 1 made the following report: 

In view of the fact that this applicant made a solemn promise to the excise board on 
October 13, 1906, not to sell on Sundays, in violation of law, and the further fact that 
on tJie Sunday following and every Sunday since he has admitted a large number of 
well-known local characters into his place, some of whom come out very much under 
the influence of liquor, and who were observed passing bottles that apparently con- 
tained liquor to friends on the street, I recommend that the license be not granted. 
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The CHAiRBiAN. That was in 1906 ? 

Mr. Schneider. As early as 1906. I have opposed the granting of 
that license for a number of years, except last year. 

The Chairman. Did you oppose it before the present excise board 
ml913? 

Mr. Schneider. I opposed it in 1913 and appeared before the ex- 
cise board with a number of witnesses. 

The Chairman. You gave them the record of the place? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And told them what you knew about it? 

Mr. Schneider. I did. 

The Chairman. In 1913 had you seen evidences of the same 
character of the place ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Have you seen anything in 1914 that would lead 
you to think that the house was still a disreputable place ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What did you see ? 

Mr. Schneider. I have seen women in there. 

The Chairman. Bad women? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. You saw them in 1913 also? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. And you told the board so ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What other people appeared against Mr. Schladt 
besides the pohce officers ? 

Mr. Schneider. There were several citizens. I can not recall 
their names, but quite a few of them. 

The Chairman. What have you noticed regarding the place this 
year? 

Mr. Schneider. Nothing, except that I still see women going in 
and out. 

• 

The Chairman. Women of bad character? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. White or colored ? 

Mr. Schneider. White. 

The Chairman. All of them white? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did the board give any reason why it would 
license a place of that character ? 

Mr. Schneider. Absolutely none. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any reason that prompted them 
to grant a man of that character a license to run a saloon ? 

Mr. Schneider. No, I can not say. I will state that for a number 
of years Mr. Schladt was running his bar from year to year and his 
license would be granted on the latter part of the license year. He 
would be permitted to run, say, from five months to a year without 
a license, and the license would be granted, finally, m the latter 
part of the license year. 

The Chairman. That was before the present board went in, was 
it not? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 
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The Chairman. Do you know whether anybody appeared in behalf 
of this license besides the applicant himself? 

Mr. Schneider. He was represented by an attorney. 

The Chairman. Who was his attorney ? 

Mr. Schneider. Mr. Julius Peyser was his attorney in 1913. 

Senator Jones. Do you know of any of the citizens over there who 
urced the grantmg of this Ucense? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. You do not know of any petition that was pre- 
sented by citizens that the license be granted ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. In fact, there was none. The majority of good 
citizens in that part of the city were opposed to the granting of that 
license. 

The Chairman. Do jou know of any sums of money put up by 
saloon keepers to get hcenses ? 

Mr. Schneider. I do not. 

The Chairman. Did you hear anything about that ? . 

Mr. Schneider. No. I understand there was a case where a num- 
ber of them, in order to overcome a certain objectional feature, or 
rather to overcome a provision in the law, expended some money in 
order to convert certam dwelUngs into stables or garages. I under- 
stand that has been done, but whether or not that is true, I do not 
know. I have been told so. However, the dwelling houses in Dyers 
Alley, for instance, were changed into garages in order to comply 
with the law. 

The Chairman. In order to make it a business section ? 

Mr. Schneider. In order to wipe out an inhabited alley. 

The Chairman. In order to wipe out an objectionable feature? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. What alley ? 

Mr. Schneider. The alley known as Dyers Alley between Thirty- 
third and Thirty-fourth, M Street and the canal. 

Senator Jones. Do you know what the condition of that alley 
is now ? 

Mr. Schneider. It is not occupied. There are no houses occupied 
in the alley at all. 

Senator Jones. So it contiQues to be an uninhabited alley ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes; ever since. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about SuUivan's place on 
Thirty-fifth Street ? 

Mr. Schneider. I do know that there were a number of changes 
made there — dwellings were converted into business property — in 
order to meet with the requirements of the law. 

The Chairman. In other words, it was at first a residence block t 

Mr. Schneider. It was. 

The Chairman. Do you know who converted the residences into 
business property ? 

Mr. Schneider. I imderstand, and according to the building per- 
mit records, Mr. Sullivan, the applicant, converted this residence 
property into business property. 

The Chairman. What kmd of business ? 

Mr. Schneider. Stores. 

The Chairman. He converted them into stores ? 

lifr. Schneider. Yes. 



238 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTBIOT OF COLUMBIA. 

The Chaibman. And rented them ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes; and they are occupied now as such. 

Senator Jones. Was that done before the license was applied for ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Did Mr. SulHvan seem to own all of that land ? 

Mr. Schneider. He owned a considerable portion of it, and he 
acauired some of it by purchase. 

oenator Jones. The rest of the block — that is, the other sides of the 
block — are occupied in what way ? 

Mr. Schneider. Mostly by dwelling houses. 

Senator Jones. And he simply converted the side on which the 
saloon is into business houses so as to make that part of it 50 per 
cent business frontage ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And aU the rest of the block is residence ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. Not all the rest, but practically all. I would 
say 75 per cent of it. 

Senator Jones. And the other blocks are what ? 

Mr. Schneider. They are all residence. 

The Chairman. Is there a university hospital near there? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes; the university hospital, I would say, is within 
325 feet or 330 feet of this bari'oom. 

The Chairman. Of Sullivan's barroom ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you know whether these things were called to 
the attention of the board before the Ucense was granted ? 

liifr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. It was called to their attention ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. By you ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. This university hospital is used as a school, is it 
not? Classes are heard there? 

Mr. Schneider. They have a training school for nurses there, but 
that fact was not reported in my report. 

The Chairman, lou reported to the board that tliis side of the 
block had been a residence section and had been converted by this 
man into a business section ? 

Mr. Schneider. No; I did not report that, but the attention of the 
board was called to the fact that these changes had been made, and I 
know of my own personal knowledge that the board visited this 
section and looked it over. 

The Chairman. Were these changes made last year or in 1913? 

Mi*. Schneider. They were made in 1913. 

The Chairman. Were those stores occupied at the time the license 
was granted ? 

Mr. Schneider. Not all of them. 

The Chairman. Were enough of them occupied to make it more 
than 50 per cent business ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. They were not ? 

Mr. Schneider. No. 

The Chairman. Who else made inspections of that Schladt place? 
Who was your man ? 
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Mr. Schneider. Sergeant Hesj^ is one of them — W. P. Hess. He 
is here. 

The Chairman. Were similar changes made by Carr and Wardell 
in the block in which they live, from residence property to business 
property 'i 

Mr. Schneider. The conditions of Carr and Wardell are somewhat 
different. The conditions are different in that block. On the side 
of M Street where Carr and Wardell are located there are no houses. 
The fronts of those places look upon the open canal. There are 
very few houses in the entire block. There was one business place 
erected, however, north of this place; but conditions there would be 
entirely different from what they would be in the Sullivan case. 

The Chairman. You say this "block fronts on the canal? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. There were not more than four or five houses on 
the side fronting the canal ? 

Mr. Schneider. None on the side where the canal is, and on the 
north side there are not more than four or five houses. 

The Chairman. Were they business houses or residences ? 

Mr. Schneider. Some were business and some were residences. 

The Chairman. What was the proportion of business houses to 
residence houses, if you can rememoer; about half and half? 

Mr. Schneider. No; more. 

The Chairman. More business ? 

Mr. Schneider. Yes. 

The Chairman. That is all. We are much obliged to you. 

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM P. HESS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your official position ? 

Mr. Hess. Sergeant of the Metropolitan police, connected with the 
seventh precinct. 

The Chairman. Are you under Capt. Schneider ? 

Mr. Hess. Yes. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in that precinct? 

Mr. Hess. A little better than 20 years. 

The Chairman. You have been on the force that long ? 

Mr. Hess. Yes; about 20i years, altogether. 

The Chairman. Have you had occasion to be famihar with the con- 
ditions in the West Washington Hotel and the bar operated there 1 

Mr. Hess. Yes; right smart. 

The Chairman. How often have you had opportunity to investi- 
gate that place ? 

Mr. Hess. I have passed by there on several occasions, and I have 
heard a number of reports about the place and have gone in there and 
investigated it, and on several occasions I have seen women in there; 
but at the time I was in there I could not say that I saw them doing 
anything out of the way. 

The Chairman. Were they women of disreputable character? 

Mr. Hess. I had been told that. I do not know that of my own 
knowledge. 

The Chairman. What is the reputation of that place ? 

Mr. Hess. Bad. 
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The Chairman. That is, in what respect ? 

Mr. Hess. In the way of having women go there and drink, and for 
other purposes. 

The Chairman. Is this supposed to be a low resort for men and 
women — a bawdy house ? 

Mr. Hess. Yes; to some extent. That is the reputation. As I 
say, I have been in there on several occasions and I have seen women 
sitting around there, but I have never seen anything, of my own 
personal knowledge, out of the way. 

The Chairman. Did you testify before the excise board at any 
time as to what you had seen in there or as to the character of the 
place? 

Mr. Hess. Yes; prior to the granting of the license in 1913 I was a 
witness before the excise boara. 

The Chairman. What did you say to the excise board ? 

Mr. Hess. They asked me if I had seen people going in and out o! 
the place and I stated about what I have said here. 

The Chairman. Men and women? 

Mr. Hess. Yes. 

The Chairman. In and out of the saloon? 

Mr. Hess. In and out of the side entrance to the upstairs portion: 
and the place at that time was a hotel, which of course permitted 
them to pass in and out. 

Senator Jones. It is a hotel with less than 50 rooms ? 

Mr. Hess. I do not know the number of rooms. I never had occa^ 
sion to count them. 

The Chairman. The license shows that it is a hotel of less than 30 
rooms. I have a statement here from Mr. Coombs, the license clerk 
of the District, showing this hotel has less than 30 rooms. 

That is all 

TESTIMONT OF JAMES T. NEWKIRK. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your oflScial position ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I am a member of the Metropolitan police force 
attached to No. 6 precinct. 

The Chairman. How long have you been on the force ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Twenty-four and one-half years. 

The Chairman. Is the Philadelphia House in your precinct ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. What do you know about that place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I have been knowing of the Philadelphia House ever 
since I have been on the force. The last three years it has beea 
extremelv bad, by the number of men and women frequenting the 
place, of bad reputation ; women known as prostitutes and street wdkers 
and solicitors. They go into the place as high as a dozen times in 
one night with different men. 

The Chairman. Are there rooms there ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; no rooms. They go to this summer garden. 
There is a piano and a man plays there, and the women dance and 
expose their limbs to their knees, and there are as high as 75 to 80 
men and women in this small summer garden at one time, sitting 
around tables drinking, and some of them eating. 

The Chairman. The place still has that character ? 
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Mr. Newkirk. It still has that character. 

The Chairman. Did you testify before the excise board about these 
facts ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. Last November ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did you also testify the year before, in 1913 ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I do not think I did; no, sir. 

Senator Jones. You are acquainted with what used to be the 
Hurdle Place, across the street from there ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes ; the Chicago Hotel. 

Senator Jones. I do not know the name of the hotel. 

Mr. Newkirk. He just moved from 329 to 345. 

Senator Jones. And then he was denied a license ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Do you know anything about the character of his 
place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Well, at the Chicago Hotel I did not observe any- 
thing wrong. He has only been there about a year, and to my 
knowledge he has tried to conduct the place straight, as near as 
possible. 

Senator Jones. Can you tell anything else about the conduct of 
this Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Oh, a number of arrests are made there of people 
who frequent that place; as high as six or seven or eight or nine in 
one load, particularly on Saturday night at 12 o'clock when the 

flace is let out. A couple of weeks before' the end of November last 
got nine in one load, six from the Philadelphia House, including 
one white man, whom I took out of the place. The men and women 
were charged with intoxication, with fighting, and using bad language; 
taking the name of God in vain. 

Senator Jones, It is simply a place largely of carousal? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

Senator Jones. And debauchery ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; common prostitutes, crapshooters, and thieves 
frequent it. 

Senator Jones. Carrying on all the time ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; carrying on that way all the time. The peo- 
ple that frequent that place have that reputation. 

Senator Jones. Those things were brought to the attention of the 
excise boalrd ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. The excise board were there and saw for 
themselves the carryings on. 

The Chairman. Were those arrests kept up through this year? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; I made four there last night, m that vicinity, 

ht on that corner. They had frequented that place and other 

oons in the near vicinity. 

Senator Jones. Most of the patrons of this place are colored ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. Once m a while a drunken white man or a 
drunken white woman will drift in there not knowing where they are 
going. The neighborhood is a slum neighborhood, and most of the 
people there are very low, common white people, including the col- 
ored, who are bad, as well as the white people that frequent these 
places; and I think they are really worse than the colored people. 
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Senator Jones. Do you know if that place could be very much 
worse than it is, or carried on in a much more disreputable way than 
it is. 

Mr. Newkibk. No; I do not think it possibly could, because even 
the proprietor himself had an altercation with a woman, say three 
or four nights ago, and she tried to cut his throat and almost cut his 
jugular vein off, and she was known as his woman — what you might 
caU a prostitute. Jealousy caused the altercation of words, and the 
words caused this serious assault. I believe it took five or six stitches 
to sew up the wound. 

The Chairman. It took five or six stitches in his throat? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; in the side of his face, here. 

Senator Jones. Do you know anything of the general character of 
the man who runs the place, besiaes knowing the character of the 
place he runs ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No. 

The Chairman. What is his name? 

Mr. Newkirk. Edelin. He is a single man. 

The Chairman. How long has he been operating there? 

Mr. Newkirk. For eight or nine years. His sister, Mrs. Carroll, 
died there a few years ago, and she left the business to him. 

Senator Jones. He is a white man? 

Afo. Newkirk. He is a colored man. 

The Chairman. Is there anything else that you can tell us about 
the place? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; I think that is sufficient. 

The Chairman. I think so, too. The excise board, however, did 
not seem to think so. 

Mr. Newkirk. Some of them might like the hootchy-kootchy 
dance or the tango. 

The Chairman. Did you hear the excise board make any remark 
about the place after they came out of the place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No, not to me ; but I heard they did make a remark. 
I heard they made a remark to Mr. Shoemaker that they never knew 
such a place as that existed in the city of Washington, and that it 
had no show of ever getting a license there. 

The Chairman. Do vou know of any other place in that vicinity in 
your precinct that is of a bad character ? 

Mr. Newkirk. There is a saloon at 115 Four-and-a-half Street, 
just around the corner, a yet-ko-min joint, a Chinese restaurant, where 
that class of people visit up to 3 o'clock in the morning— ^a pig-foot 
shop, or a chittlings house, with old Virginia combread on the side. 
It is conducted in just that way. That class visits that place at all 
times of the night. The saloon keeps open until 1 o'clock at night, 
and the frequenters of this place, of course, go to the saloon back and 
forth, and a number of arrests are made there. There is hardly a 
Saturday night goes by that there are not as high as six or seven. 
During the week there are three or four or five. 

The Chairman. Whose place is that ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Jeremiah O'Connor's. 

The Chairman. Were any protests made against his license in 
November ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No. 

The Chairman. Were there any made against the Philadelphia 
House ? 
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Mr. Newkirk. I do not think there were. I do not think there 
were any protests made against any of the restaurants and the saloons 
in that slum neighborhood. 

The Chairman. Did not the Gospel Mission protest ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; but I mean in regard to tne police department — 
lo us. 

The Chairman. I do not mean you. 

Mr. Newkirk. Oh, yes; the Gospel Mission did vigorously protest. 

The Chairman. Against the Philadelphia House ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; and against the saloon at 115 Four-and-a-half 
Street. 

The Chairman. You do not consider it the business of the police 
to make protests unless you are called on to testify? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. I never go in one of these places imless on 
oflScial business or with an officer. 

The Chairman. You do not make these protests of your own 
motion, against the renewal of licenses ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; only when called on. I was subpoenaed before 
the board as I was subpoenaed here. 

The Chairman. There must have been a protest of some kind at 
that hearing. 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; but only by the Gospel Mission on John 
Marshall Place. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any other place ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No. I know all these places. If you would just 
name some of them, I might. 

The Chairman. What about the alley on the north side of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue ? 

Mr. Newkirk. That is Jackson HaU Alley. 

The Chairman. Tell us about that. 

Mr. Newkirk. It is from Third Street to Four-and-a-half Street, 
Pennsylvania Avenue to C Street. It is a reservation alley, and 
there are 30 houses in that alley, mostly occupied by colored people 
and Greeks, pushcart venders, candy makers, celery sellers, and 
colored people; some of them of the working class ana others not so 
good. 

The Chairman. Is there a saloon within 300 feet of that alley? 

Mr. Newkirk. Oh, yes. 

The Chairman. Is the Philadelphia House within 300 feet of that? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; it is exactlV across the street. 

The Chairman. What is the cnaracter of the conditions in that 
alley ? 

Mr. Newkirk. The conditions in that alley at the present time are 
not very bad, it might -be on account of the reduction in the number 
of licenses there; but they are going in and coming out at all times of 
the night. The pohce record does not show much disorder. 

The Chairman. You say they are going in and coming out at all 
times of the night ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes. 

The Chairman. You mean men and women? 

Mr. Newkirk. Yes; some of the women who live in that alley that 
frequent those yet-ko-min joints, Chinese restaurants, and cheap 
restaurants run by Greeks. 

The Chairman. Would you say that it is a place of bad character? 
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Mr. Newkirk. I would call it a slum character. 

The Chairman. Are there any other slum alleys in your precinct ? 

Mr. Newkirk. That is about the only alley that is in that neigh- 
borhood, where any of those people live. I have not done duty back 
in some of the other alleys, but there is an alley at First Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue, called Purdys Court, and there are a number 
of Italians there. For this last year they have been behaving them- 
selves very nicely. 

Mr. O'Connor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness 
some questions. 

Senator Jones. We have a rule of this committee that any ques- 
tions that outsiders desire to ask shall be placed in writing and pre- 
sented to the chairman. 

The Chairman. We will put you on the stand and let you make your 
statement. 

* 

Mr. O'Connor. Will you not permit me the privilege that I am 
entitled to ? 

The Chairman. We will put you on the stand. 

Mr. O'Connor. I should like to ask him a question. 

Senator Dillingham. Reduce it to writing. 

Mi. O'Connor. Well, that will take some time. 

The Chairman. Come over here by me and tell me what you want 
to ask him. Just sit right over here. 

Mr. O'Connor. I think I might be granted the privilege. Senator, 
that I am entitled to. 

Senator Jones. If we allowed everybody who wanted to, to ask 
questions, there would be no end to it. The thing would go on forever. 

(After informal conversation between Mr. O'Connor and the mem- 
bers of the committee, Mr. O'Connor proceeded to state in a low tone 
to the chairman Questions which he desired to be asked of the wit- 
ness, each of whicn questions was then asked by the chairman and 
answered as follows:) 

The Chairman. Did you make any arrests at O'Connor's place in 
the last two years ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I would have made arrests there, but 

The Chairman. What is that? 

Mr. Newkirk. I would have made many arrests there, but I was 
not allowed to. Mr. O'Connor had made certain threats that if I 
went in there I would get throwed out. 

Mr. O'Connor. I never made such a threat. 

Senator Jones. Does that prevent poUce officers from going in 
there ? 

Mr. Newkirk. No; but I was instructed not to. I used to go into 
that place. 

Senator Jones. Who instructed you not to ? 

Mr. Newkirk. My lieutenant. He instructed me not to go in 
there unless I was on official duty, so that since that time I never 
went in any of the saloons without going there on duty. 

Senator Jones. Would it not be official duty to go in these saloons 
to see how they are being conducted? 

Mr. Newkirk. I thinkit would, absolutely. I always did it, for years. 

Senator Jones. Who was that that gave you these instructions ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Lieut. Duvall. 

The Chairman. Were you put off that beat? 
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Mr. Newkirk. No, sir; I was transferred just on the other side of 
the street. 

The Chairman. Where does that beat end ? 

Mr. Newkirk. At Four-and-a-half Street — Fourth Street. 

The Chairman. Where is your present beat ? 

Mr. Newkirk. From Four-and-a-half to Sixth. 

The Chairman. You were not transferred oflf that beat ? 

Mr. Newkirk. I was transferred off the beat; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Why were you transferred ? 

Mr. Newkirk. Mr. O'Connor had went to headquarters, and he 
made a false statement that I had been borrowing money off of Mr. 
Shea', a saloon keeper. I was tried on those charges and proved 
myself clear, which I told the major that I didn't owe Mr. Shea any- 
thing, never borrowed from him only one time, and that was when I 
had a death in the family, and I had to have money, and Mr. Shea 
testified to the same thing; and I paid him back. Mr. Shea testified 
to the dame thing, which was perfectly right. Capt. Byrnes said, 
''You had better go on the other beat for a while." Since then my 
beat has been just as much on Mr. O'Connor's part of the territory as 
it ever was. I go back and forth. I often take from Third to Seventh 
Streets — that is, including between Third and Four-and-a-half 
Streets — and it is hardly a week that I do not cover the whole line 
there, more or less. 

The Chairman. Mr. O'Connor, do you want to take the stand ? 

Mr. O'Connor. I would like to ask him some more questions. 

The Chairman (after further suggestion by Mr. O'Connor). Did 
you arrest the superintendent of the Gospel Mission ? 
. Mr. Newkirk. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Explain that. 

Mr. Newkirk. I arrested him on a number of complaints from 
Mr. Kline. ' 

Mr. Matthew O'Brien. That case is stiU pending, and I am coim- 
sel for thiBit man, and I object to that case being tried here. 

Mr. Newkirk. He went to the station house just the same as any- 
body else would go. 

Tiie Chairman. That will do. Stand aside. 

All the witnesses who have been examined may now be excused. 

TESTIMONY OF JEBEMIAH O'CONNOB. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Will you state your full name? 

Mr. O'Connor. Jeremiah O'Connor. 

The Chairman. What is your address ? 

Mr. O'Connor. 115 Four-and-a-half Street NW. 

The Chairman. Are you running a saloon there ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes. 

The Chairman. Now, state about the manner in which your saloon 
is conducted ? 

Mr. O'Connor. It is conducted in an orderly manner, according to 
the law, for the past 10 years, while I have been there. I have never 
been in the police court; never have been charged with any crime 
or any evasion of the law. 

The Chairman. Do any Chinamen frequent your place? 
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Mr. O^CoNNOR. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Is there a Chinese district adjacent? 

Mr. O'Connor. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Is it near you? 

Mr. O'Connor. The Chinese district is on Pennsylvania Avenue. 

The Chairman. What is the nearest Chinese place to you? 

Mr. O'Connor. There are no Chinamen living in that neighbor- 
hood. 

The Chairman. Where are the nearest Chinese to you? 

Mr. O'Connor. Around the comer, on Pennsylvania Avenue. As 
a rule, Chinamen do not visit saloons. » 

The Chairman. Was there any protest against the renewal of 
jour license last November ? 

Mr. O'Connor. No, sir, never a protest; except Mr. Kline, of the 
Gospel Mission, made some protest that he could not substantiate. 

Senator Jones. Was not that a protest? 

Mr. O'Connor. It is a general protest, from his standpoint; what 
he has, as a rule, against all saloons. He had no material fact, that 
I could see, submitted to the board. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. 

Mr. O'Connor. Now, I want to say something else. 

Senator Jones. No; we do not care to go into that other matter. 

Mr. O'Connor. Gentlemen, I do not fe3 that I got a square deal 
in this matter, because I was not permitted to cross-question the 
witness. 

' The Chairman. You will be permitted to ask any questions you 
want to. Submit them to me in writing. 

Mr. O'Connor. I do not think it is fair. I think it is discrimi- 
natory. 

The Chairman. You stand aside. 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes, sir; Twill. It is all a one-sided aflFair, gentle- 
men, to my mind. I do not think it is fair, such treatment; to put 
him on the stand and say that he will not be permitted to be ques- 
tioned. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Chairman, I move that the chairman request 
the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate to detail an official to this room 
to preserve order. 

The Chairman. Very well. Is that satisfactory to the committee ? 

Senator Dillingham. Yes. 

TESTIMONY OF PRESTON E. MILLER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. State your full name. 

Mr. Miller. Preston E. Miller. 

The Chairman. Are you one of the Miller Bros., conducting a place 
at No. 1340 E Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How long have vou conducted a place there? 

Mr. Miller. Do you mean how long has it been in my name and 
my brother's ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. Since my father's death; that is, two years last Sep- 
tember. 
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The Chairman. Did you have some trouble getting a renewal of 
your license last Novenibar? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir; the license was refused last November 1. 

The Chairman. Your license was refused? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. On what grounds ? 

Mr. Miller. I do not know. 

Senator Dillingham. Can you not speak a little louder? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. There were nve saloons in the block and 
the law only allowed three, I think, and two had to be refused. 

The Chairman. What suggestion came to you as to how you could 
get a license ? 

Mr. Miller. There were three remaining licenses not granted, and 
we made application, after our license wp,s refused, for a license at 
501 Fourteenth Street NW. 

The Chairman. Who suggested that to you, to apply for a license 
on Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. S.ullivan. 

The Chairman. Who is Mr. Sullivan? 

Mr. Miller. He represents the Heurich Brewing Co. He attended 
all the hearings of the excise board. 

The Chairman. Was that after your first application had been 
declined ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes. 

The Chairman. Did he represent you when you made application, 
while the entrance to vour saloon was on E Street ? 

Mr. Miller. He did not exactly represent us. He was there in 
the interest of Mr. Heurich. 

The Chairman. In the interest of whom? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. Heurich, the owner of the property. 

The Chairman. Oh, the owner of the property ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you have a lawyer to represent you ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. You say Mr. Sullivan suggested to you that you 
change your entrance from E Street to Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did he say who suggested it to him ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. He said there were three openings for a 
license, and that we had better make appUcation as soon as possible. 

The Chairman. And change your entrance ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you change your entrance immediately, or 
before you made your application ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; we did not change the entrance im til the 
license was granted. 

The Chairman. You did not change your entrance until after 
your Ucense was granted ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you pay out any money to get your license? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. After the license was granted how long was it 
until you had an entrance there ? 

83005— PT 4—16 2 
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Mr. Miller. We got in that afternoon, I think. 

Senator Jones, i ou just tore out the window and commenced 
business ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you not have to show, in your application for 
a license, where your entrance was ? 

Mr. Miller. Well, you have to have the plans drawn of that. 

Senator Jones. You had plans drawn, but you had no entrance ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. The room was just the same as you had been occu- 
pying for a saloon all the time before ? 

Mr. Miller. How is that, sir ? 

Senator Jones. The room that you have your saloon in now, under 
the new entrance, is just the same room that you had been having it 
in before ? 

Mr. Miller. The same; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you not suggest to Mr. Sullivan that it was no 
use to apply for a Ucense there in that same room again ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you think that you were coming within the 
law in applying for a Ucense in that way ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You thought you were ? 

Mr. Miller. It would be on Fourteenth Street then, I thought; 
601 Fourteenth Street. 

Senator Jones. Your saloon would be on Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You never considered it on Fourteenth Street 
before that? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; the entrance was on E Street before that. 

Senator Jones. In other words, you consider the entrance to make 
the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. Well, I think the entrance would be on the street we 
would be doing business on. 

Senator Jones. Of course, the entrance would be; but would that 
change the entire location of the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; it would not change the location of the 
saloon. 

Senator Jones. It did not change the location at aU, did it ? 

Mr. Miller. It changed 

Senator Jones. It did not change the location at aU ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; it did not change the location of the building, 
but it changed the location of the street we were doing business on. 

Senator Jones. It did not change the location of the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; I guess not; not of the building. 

Senator Jones. You did not pay anybody any money in connection 
with getting the license ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Either directly or indirectly ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Do you imderstand that the owner of the property 
was paying anybody? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 
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Senator Jones. Of course, I am not suggesting that you paid to 
the board, but did you pay to any attorney or anybody acting 
for you ? 

Au*. Miller. No, sir; we had no one representing us at aD. 

Senator Jones. Mr. Sullivan was lust acting as a sort of a friend? 

Jkfc*. Miller. Well, no; he was looking out for Mr. Heurich's 
interests, I suppose. 

Senator Jones. What is that ? 

Mr. Miller. He was looking out for Mr. Heurich's interests, 
I suppose. 

Senator Jones. What interest did Mr. Heurich have there? 

Mr. Miller. He owned the property, I suppose. 

Senator Jones. He owned tne property where you were running 
the saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And he thought he could not rent it for any other 
purpose than that of a saloon? 

Mr. Miller. I suppose he could; yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Who is Mr. Heurich? What business is he in ? 

Mr. Miller. He is in the brewery business. 

Senator Jones. He is in the brewery business? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. What rent do you pay him? 

Mr. Miller. $450 a month. 

Senator Jones. $450 a month? 

^tr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. For just the lower floor? 

Mr. Miller. Yes. 

Senator Jones. A lower room? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did he put up the money for the license? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He put up the money for your license, too? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you pay $450 a month rent ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He furnishes the room and also furnishes the 
license ? 

Mr. Miller. Oh, no. The license was a loan. 

Senator Jones. You said he put up the money for it? 

Mr. Miller. Yes; but it was a loan he made. 

Senator Jones. It was a loan ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. He loaned you that money? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. When is that loan to be repaid? 

Mr. Miller. It is being paid now. 

Senator Jones. I say, when is it to be repaid ? 

Mr. Miller. It is being paid now. 

Senator Jones. Being paid monthly? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Have you any property aside from the interest in 
that saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. The estate has; yes, sir. 
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Senator Jones. What is that? 

Mr. Miller. The estate has some real estate. 

Senator Jones. The estate ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. But you have not any, personally ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. How long have you had a saloon in that place I 

Mr. Miller. My father was there since February 14, 1910. After 
his death 

Senator Jones. How much floor space is there in that room occu- 
pied by the saloon ? How long and how wide is it ? 

Mr. Miller. About 30 feet, 1 guess, by 30-35, probably. 

Senator Jones. Is it as wide as it is long ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is all. 

The Chairman. Did you have any understanding with the excise 
board before you made the appUcation for license ? 

Mr. Miller. Have an understanding? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you not consult with them about whether, if 
you changed your entrance, your Ucense would be granted ? 

Mr. Miller. No; we made the apphcation on the 31st day of Oc- 
tober, and our license was refused, and Gen. Smith said that the board 
was not in session and they could not accept the application at that 
time, so that we made the application, I think, on tne 5th of Novem- 
ber, when the board was in session. 

The Chairman. Did you talk with Gen. Smith about it that day ? 

Mr. Miller. We saw Gen. Smith and Mr. Baker when we made 
apphcation. 

The Chairman. Did they tell vou that if you changed the entrance 
around, your apphcation would \)e granted ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you discuss the matter with them? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; just merely went over and filed our applica- 
tion; and Gen. Smith said that the board was not in session, ana they 
could not do anything until they were in session. 

Senator Jones. When the board was in session, did you have any 
talk with him about it ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; just filed the apphcation on the 5th of 
November. 

Senator Jones. When was it acted on ? 

Mr. Miller. We got an answer on it on the 21st of November. 

Senator Jones. On the 21st of November? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And the day you got the answer you broke out the 
window there, and made an entrance on Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. In the meantime, you continued to do business 
with your entrance on the E Street side ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir; we were closed there. 

The Chairman. You were closed there ? 

Mr. Miller. Closed entirely. 

Senator Jones. You had your stock still in the room, however? 
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Mr. MiLLEB. Yes. 

Senator Jones. Where it had been ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes. 

The Chaibman. Did anybody oflFer to represent you in getting 
that license ? 

Mr. Milleb. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You do not know whether the brewing company 
paid Mr. SuUivan anything or not? 

Mr. MiLEB. No; I coulanot say that. He is an employee over 
there, anyhow. 

Senator Jones. Of the brewing company? 

Mr. MnxEB. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. That is all. 

TESTIMONY OF EDGAB A. MILLER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chaibman. Will you state your full name ? 

Mr. Milleb. Edgar A. Miller. 

The Chaibman. Are you one of the MiUer Bros. ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. Conducting a saloon at 1349 E Street? 

Mr. Milleb. 1349 was the original address, on E Street. 

The Chaibman. No. 1349 ? 

Mr. Milleb. No. 1349. 

The Chaibman. What is your number now ? 

Mr. Milleb. No. 501 Fourteenth Street. 

The Chaibman. When you appUed for a license last November, it 
was declined at first, was it not ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. On the ground that there were already three 
saloons on that side of the block ? 

Mr. Milleb. There were too many on that side; yes, sir. 

The Chaibman. How long did your saloon remain closed before 
you secured a license ? 

Mr. Milleb. It was closed on the 3l3t of October, and we reopened 
on the 21st of November. 

The Chaibman. Did the board have a rule that when a saloon was 
closed after the license expired, the stock was to be removed within 
a certain time ? 

Mr. Milleb. They give you 30 days to remove your stock and close 
your business up. 

The Chaibman. And you got your license in 21 days? 

Mr. Milleb. They give 30 days to close out the stock and the 
business, if you want to. 

The Chaibman. If you had not gotten that license, you would have 
had to get out on the 1st of December ? 

Mr. Milleb. Yes, and gotten the stock all out. 

The Chaibman. I understand you succeeded in getting your license 
in about 21 days ? 

Mr. Milleb. In 21 days. 

The Chaibman. Did you pay any money to any one to get this? 

Mr. Milleb. No, sir. 

The Chaibman. Did anybody pay any money for you to get it? 
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Mr. Miller. Not that I know of; no, sir. There never was any 
suggestion of any kmd to me, that I know of. I don^t think anybody 
dia anything about it. 

The Chairman. Did anybody offer to represent you ? 

Mr. Miller. Oh, no; no, sir. 

The Chairman. In 1913, when you got a Ucense, did anybody 
represent you ? 

Mr. Miller. In 1913? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. No; we simply made our application for renewal. 

The Chairman. You made your application for renewal, and you 
had no representative, no attorney or anybody else ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did anybody teU you if you moved your entrance 
from E Street to Fourteenth Street you could get a license ? 

Mr. Miller. Nobody told us that if we moved the entrance we 
would get a Ucense; no, sir. 

The Chairman. What did they tell you ? 

Mr. Miller. When we were refused our license on the 31st of Octo- 
ber, we were told that there were 297 Ucenses that had been issued, 
and Mr. SuDivan had a Ust of all these saloons that had been granted 
their licenses, and we understood that the list of granted apphcations 
were 297, so that we filed our new application for 501 Fourteenth 
Street. 

The Chairman. Who suggested that you change your entrance to 
Fourteenth Street ? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. Sullivan was there, and we talked it over. 

The Chairman. Did he say that anvbody 

Mr. Miller. He said there was probably a chance to change our 
entrance there, and get our license that way. 

The Chairman. That is all, Mr. Miller. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN L. SPRINKLE. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Give your full name? 

Mr. Sprinkle. John L. Sprinkle. 

The Chairman. You are a member of the Metropolitan police 
force ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. I am a member of the Metropolitan police depart- 
ment; lieutenant, in charge of the first precinct. 

The Chairman. Is the Grand Hotel m your precinct? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you make an examination of the Grand Hotel 
last year, some time? 

Mr. Sprinkle. A great number of times I was in there. 

The Chairman. Have you been in there recently ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Not for a month, I don^t suppose. 

The Chairman. What is the character of that place? 

Mr. Sprinkle. It has been heretofore verjr objectionable on 
account of the summer garden run in connection with it, where 
singing and dancing was permitted, dancing between men and women, 
ana cabaret shows. 

The Chairman. Drinking ? 
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Mr. Sprinkle. Drinking at tables, yes, sir; and right among these 
tables was a platform set aside for dancing purposes, where women 
would get up from the table after drinking and dance there, you 
know, to songs. 

The Chairman. What was the character of these women? 

Mr. Sprinkle. There were a great many prostitutes — streetwalkers. 
Once in a while I would see a woman whom I did not know, but I did 
know a great many. I have been in that district for a great many 
years, the red light district, and I was personally acquainted with 
nearly all the public prostitutes, or women who had been public 
prostitutes. 

The Chairman. And some of these were among those women ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes; the majority of the women there were in that 
class. 

The Chairman. Did you bring this matter to the attention of the 
excise board ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. I was acting captain at that time anci 
made a report to that effect, and I testified also before the excise 
board in corroboration of my report. 

The Chairman. Was that in connection with the matter of the 
hearings on renewal of Ucense? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes. 

The Chairman. Last November ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes. 

The Chairman. What do you know about the man who runs that 
place ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. In what way? 

The Chairman. Well, as to his personal character. 

Mr. Sprinkle. Personally he is a man of good character. I have 
known him a great number of years. He has run a bar in that pre- 
cinct I presume for 25 years. He had a bar at the southwest corner 
of Fourteenth and Pennsylvania Avenue for a great number of years. 

The Chairman. Was he not convicted of sefling Uquor to a minor 
at one time ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. You ask at that time. Up to .the time he assumed 
charge of the Grand Hotel I do not think there was anything against 
his record. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Mr. Sprinkle. But he was convicted of selling to minors, and his 
license was rejected about four years ago. Then there was some 
application, in what way I do not know, and he got a license. 

The Chairman. He organized a corporation ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir; under the present system he has assumed 
the majority control of the stock of this corporation and has assumed 
the managership of the hotel as a result. Of course that is only, in 
my judgment, a subterfuge. 

The Chairman. Is there not an indictment pending against hinx 
now? 

Mr. Sprinkle. There are two cases, I believe, pending against hinx 
in the police court for selling to minors. 

Senator Jones. That hotel and bar are on Government property ^ 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that place run as a regular hotel as well as $ 
barroom ? 



254 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTKICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Do guests come there all the time? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And stop ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Oh, it is a good, large hotel. I presume there are 
160 rooms in it. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any disreputable use made of 
the rooms at any time ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. The conduct of the hotel and conduct of the bar 

{iroper have always been moral and good enough, but its objectionable 
eature was in connection with the bar, to which I so seriously ob- 
jected, and which I think reduces the morality of any neighborhood 
m the way it was run. 

The Chairman. You made a report over your own signature that 
it was a resort of people of low character and questionable character? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes; from my personal ooservation; not from 
reports of subordinates. 

The Chairman. From your own personal observation ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You considered that part run in a very disreputa- 
ble way, did you not ? 

T^Ir. Sprinki.e. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And in a verv disreputable place ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. I think it had a tendency to decrease the morality 
of the community. 

Senator Jones. Very decidedly. 

Mr. Sprinkle. And I did not think it was good public policy to 
permit such a place to be run. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. You may be excused. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Just a minute, Lieut. Sprinkle. 

Mr. Smith. May I invite the attention of the committee to the 
testimony of the witness before the board at the hearings? You 
have that here with the hearings. I just invite your attention to it, 
Senator. 

Senator Jones. Oh, yes; we will examine the record in that case, 
General. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any other places of disreputable 
character in that precinct — similar places ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. There is one running now at Tenth and E which 
is as bad as the Grand Hotel ever was, in my judgment. 
. The Chairman. What place is that? 

Mr. Sprinkle. The Marks Hotel, at Tenth and E Streets NW. 

The Chairman. What do you know about that? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Well, it is practically the same as the others. The 
same class of people, to a great extent, frequent it; but it is not such 
an elaborate place. They are more condensed there, and in fact 
it makes it really a worse place than the other. 

The Chairman. Was that brought to the attention of the board? 

Mr. Sprinkle. Yes; its appointments are not so elaborate. I do 
not think there was any controversy at the time, because just prior 
to the license year ending, this man did conduct his place very good 
for a few weeKs prior to that, and there had not been much record 
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against it, but soon after his license was granted the place commenced 
being bad and grew from bad to worse, until now it is the worst place 
we have in the precinct; and probably almost one-third of the bar- 
rooms in the District of Columbia are in my precinct. 

The Chairman. In your precinct ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. I expect so; yes, sir. I do not know the exact 
number. That takes m the territory from Seventh to Fifteenth and 
from B to K Streets NW. 

The Chairman. Do you know of any violations of the Sunday law 
by these saloons in your precinct ? 

Mr, Sprinkle. No; the Sunday law is very well observed, so far 
as I know. Indeed, I have every reason to believe that the Sunday 
law is well observed in all the barrooms. 

Senator Jones. Do you submit reports to Maj. Sylvester with 
reference to these saloons in these different places from time to time ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. No, sir; only at their applications for renewals each 
y^ar. 

Senator Jones. Then their appHcations are referred to you ? 

lifc*. Sprinkle. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. And reports are made ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. We never submit special reports unless there is 
something extraordinary, much out of the ordinary. 

Senator Jones. So that there have been no reports submitted with 
respect to this Marks place since the license was granted ? 

Mr. Sprinkle. No, sir. 

The Chairman. That is sufficient. 

TESTIMONY OF LOUIS BUSH. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your full name ? 

Mr. Bush. Louis Bush. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a resident of the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Bush. About 23 years. 

The Chairman. From what State did you come here? 

Mr. Bush. From Elmira, N. Y; New York State. 

The Chairman. Were you operating a saloon until October 31 last? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Where ? 

Mr. Bush. At 1305 E Street. 

The Chairman. Did you make appUcation for a renewal of your 
license ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What became of that application ? . 

Mr. Bush. It was refused. 

The Chairman. Was it at one time accepted before it was finally 
refused ? 

Mr. Bush. That was the talk on the street. That was what I 
heard. Of course I do not know, but I was informed that it was 

fronted. It was one Mr. Riley who told me. I do not know where 
e received his information. He is an imdertaker. He lives on 
Capitol HiU, and he met me on the street Thursday morning and he 
said, *'Mr. Bush, your Ucense has been granted." Now, where he 
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got his information, I do not know. Then I had understood after- 
wards that it was common talk on the street that my license had 
been granted. I do not know just who it was that said it, but it was 
common talk on the street up until Friday night. 

The Chairman. Who represented you in your application? 

Mr. Bush. Julius Peyser was my attorney, and ne also had Mr. 
Sheehy to help him. Mr. Peyser represented me. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him ? 

Mr. Bush. I just paid him a small retainer. 

The Chairman. Was there a contingent fee in the event you got 
the Ucense ? 

Mr. Bush. In case I would get my license; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What was the retainer? 

Mr. Bush. $250. 

The Chairman. You paid him $250 ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. How much were you to pay him in case you got 
the license ? 

Mr. Bush. I was to pay Peyser $1,000 in case I got mv license. 

The Chairman. Was Mr. Sheehy to have a part of that ? 

Mr. Bush. I don't know. I suppose it was to be that wajr. 

The Qhairman. You had no arrangement yourself with Mr. 
Sheehy ? 

Mr. Bush. No; I had my arrangement with Mr. Peyser. Mr. 
Peyser has been representing me for years. He was my attorney. 

The Chairman. Why did you think it was necessary to pay so 
large a fee as that to get a renewal of your license ? 

Mr. Bush. I didn't know it was necessary at all, but Mr. Peyser 
had always represented me from time to time, and I did not really 
know that it was necessary. I only thought, on account of the num- 
ber of saloons in that block, five, that a man had to be represented, 
that was all. 

The Chairman. Did he say anything to you about the advantage 
of having Mr. Sheehy in the case ? 

Mr. Bush. No; he did not speak of advantage, at all. 

The Chairman. Why did he engage Mr. Sheehy? 

Mr. Bush. I don't know. He never said anything to me. I 
engaged Mr. Peyser. 

Senator Jones. Did you have any talk with him about the size of 
this fee that you were to pay him ? 

Mr. Bush. Nothing only to Mr. Peyser, that is all. 

Senator Jones. That is what I mean — to Peyser ? Did you not 
protest that that was a little high for presenting an application to 
the excise board ? 

Mr. Bush. I kind of thought it was, but he said that was his fee, 
and that is all there was. 

Senator Jones. Did he tell you that he had got Mr. Sheehy to help ? 

Mr. Bush. He said that Mr. Sheehy would work with him to try 
to obtain my license. They never guaranteed me anything. They 
said they would try to get it for me. 

Senator Jones. Did he explain why he thought he ought to hare 
Mr. Sheehy help ? 



EXCISE BOABD OF THE DISTKICT OP COLUMBIA. 257 

Mr. Bush. I do not remember whether he did or not. I hardly 
think he did. He just said he would have Mr. Sheehy cooperate with 
him; that was all. 

Senator Jones. You did not ask him why he thought Mr. Sheehy 
was necessary ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You paid him $250 ? 

Mr. Bush. That was all. 

Senator Jones. And then you were to pay him $1,000 if you got 
the license ? 

Mr. Bush. If I received the license. 

The Chairman. Did you not try to get a transfer to some other 
place ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes; I tried to transfer out of that block to the Evans 
Building. 

The (Thairman. Whom did you speak to about that, on the board ? 

Mr. Bush. I spoke to Mr. Sheehy when he was on the board. 

The Chairman. What did he say to you about that ? 

Mr. Bush. He said that they would not consider a transfer at the 
terminal of any street railroad. 

The Chairman. Did any other member of the board talk with you 
about it ? 

Mr. Bush. I think the other members were there; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. They were there at the time ? 

Mr. Bush. They were there at the time. Mr. Sheehy was the 
spokesman. 

Senator Jones. Did they seemingly acquiesce in what he said ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Then they afterwards did grant a transfer to that 
place ? 

Mr. Bush. So I understand. There is a barroom there. 

The Chairman. Did you not try to locate at 1421 G Street? Did 
you not try to get to post there ? 

Mr. Bush. At 1421 « 

The Chairman. What other place did you apply for ? 

Mr. Bush. I don't remember about 1421. 1 know that I had it in 
mind, but whether I had ever taken it up with the board or not, I do 
not remember. I remember having that particular stand in mind. 
It is now a barroom. I do not remember. 

The Chairman. You remember that place, but do not remember 
whether you took it up or not ? 

Mr. Bush. I remember having it in mind. 

The Chairman. You remember havmg m mind this place in the 
Evans Building, also ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is there a barroom there now ? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And they told you — ^you say Mr. Sheehy told you — • 
that they would not consider a barroom there ? 

Mr. Bush. He said they would not consider a bar at the terminal 
of a street railway; that was a congested region around there, and 
women were getting off the cars and getting on, and it was too close 
to the terminus of the Washington, Baltimore & Annapolis Railway, 
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and also the other street railways. Of course, I had not made appli- 
cation. I went over there and asked them about it, and they would 
not let me put a card up. 

The Chairman. They would not let you put a card up ? 

Mr. Bush. They would not permit me to post it. 

The Chairman. To post notice of your appUcation ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir. Of course^ I did not know whether I was 
going to be the goat or not, or who was going to be the goat; but I 
wanted to play safe, and I thought that if I could get up in another 
and better neighborhood I might be safe up there. I do not know 
why I felt that way. I had been in this particular place where I was 
refused a Ucense for 21 years. 

The Chairman. You nad been there for 21 years? 

Mr. Bush. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Had there been any complaints about the manner 
m which you conducted your business ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir; none. Only I ran a caf6 some years «^o, and 
there seemed to be a general complaint in regard to aQ caf6s at that 
time; no particular complaint against me, only it was against aU 
€af6s. 

The Chairman. Had there been any protests against the renewal 
of your license ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir; never in those 21 years. 

The Chairman. Had you any pohce court record ? 

Mr. Bush. No, sir; I have never been in police court. I never 
had an arrest made in my place. 

The Chairman. That is all. 

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM A. ENGEL. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Give your full name. 

Mr. Engel. WiUiam A. Engel. 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Engel. I am in the barroom and restaurant business. 

The Chairman. Where are you operating now ? 

Mr. Engel. At 1335 E Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been operating there ? 

Mr. Engel. A Uttle over four years. 

The Chairman* How long have you been a resident of the District 1 

Mr. Engel. Twentv-six years. 

The Chairman. What were you doing before you went in the 
business there ? 

Mr. Engel. I was 11 years with the Pabst Brewing Co., of Mil- 
waukee, as manager, and 10 years I was in the hotel business here 
at New Jersey Avenue and C Street, near the Capitol. 

The Chairman. Did you have any trouble about renewal of your 
license last November ? 

Mr. Engel. The license was granted to, me; that is all I know 
about that part of it. I did not have any trouble, of course; the 
Ucense was granted. 

The Chairman. Who was your attorney ? 

Mr. Engel. Mr. Burkhart. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him to represent you ? 
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Mr. Engel. I have not paid him anything, and there is no under- 
standing what I wiQ pay mm. He. is nay regular attorney. 

The Qeaibman. He is your regular attorney, and there is no special 
fee to be paid him for this work ? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You understood at the time that your application 
for renewal had been denied, did you not ? 

Mr. EngiTl. I only heard talk of it as long as a week or 10 days 
before the Ucense was granted, that I would be turned down. Every* 
body expected that somebody had to go, and they were guessing who 
womd be the one. That is as far as 1 know about it. 

Senator Jones. When you heard these remarks that you were 
likely to be turned down, did you or not confer with your attorney f 

Mr. Engel. I told Mr. Burkhart to try his best to show the excise 
board the reasons why I should get a license. 

Senator Jones. Did he not suggest that there should be some^ 
influence of some kind brought to bear ? 

Mr. Engel. No; he has never suggested anything like that. He 
merely told me to talk to my friends, if there was anybody who could 
do anything for me; I might suggest to my friends that if there waa 
any chance, to show why 1 shoiud get a license. 

Senator Jones. Did you not take it up with the Pabst Brew- 
ing Co. ? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. Did you not take it up with their agent? 

Mr. Engel. I spoke to him many times and expressed the hope 
that I would get my license. 

Senator Jones. You took the matter up with him and told him 
you understood they were about to reject you, and asked him to do 
what he could to hem you out ? 

Mr. Engel. No ; 1 did not, because I did not know of that. 

Senator Jones. But you heard that you were Hkely to be turned 
down? 

Mr. Engel. Well, that was common talk; that was the rumor^ 
Some people came to me and told me that they would bet money I 
would get it, and others said that I would be rejected. 

Senator Jones. Did not that stir him up ? 

Mr. Engel. Yes. Of course he knew I was doing all I could for 
myself, if there was any chance to do it. 

Senator Jones. Who is the agent of the Pabst Brewing Co.? 

Mr. Engel. Mr. Mentzel. 

Senator Jones. Do you not know that he interested himself in the 
matter ? 

Mr. Engel. I have no doubt that he desired to see me get a license,, 
but what he could do, I do not know. 

Senator Jones. Have you talked with him since about it, as to 
what he did do ? 

Mr. Engel. Oh, yes. Anything he done, I haven't asked him any 
questions about, because I didn't think he could do anything. 

Senator Jones. You reaUy do not want to know what he did^ 
do you ? 

Mr. Engel. If I thought he could, I would ask him. 

Senator Jones. You really do not want to know what he did, do 
you? 
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Mr. Engel. It doesn^t matter, because I didn't know there was 
any trouble, nor I didn't think he could do anything. That was reaUy 
my place. 

Senator Jones. YoU do not know whether he interested any 
Members of the House or Senate or not? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. You have not asked him whether he did or not ? 

Mr. Engel. I have not asked him any questions. 

Senator Jones. No; and you are not gomg to, are you? 

Mr. Engel. I can not see why I shomd. 

Senator Jones. No; you are not. Do you know whether any 
Senator or Representative interested himself in your behalf in this 
matter ? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. And you are not going to try to find that out, 
are you? 

Mr. Engel. Why should I ? 

Senator Jones. You have not talked with your attorney as to what 
you are to pay him ? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir; I do not expect to pay him any more than 
what is right and proper; possibly $50, or $25 only. I do not know; 
he might not charge me anything, so far as I know. 

Senator Jones. He may charge you three or four thousand dollars) 

Mr. Engel. He won't. He could not collect it. He knows better. 

Senator Jones. Did he have anybody help him ? 

Mi. Engel. That I could not tell. 

Senator Jones. Suppose he comes and tells you that he had Mr. 
Sheehy help him, and that was the only way he could get that license 
renewed, and that he had to pay him; you will pay him, will you 
not ? You will make good his agreement ? 

Mr. Engel. I think my attorney stands on his own feet. 

Senator Jones. I say, you will make good any agreement that ho 
made with reference to getting your Ucense renewed, wiU you not? 

Mr. Engel. Oh, no; I would like to be asked, first, about that part. 

Senator Jones. You have not paid anything, you have not agreed 
to pay anything, and you do not know what you are going to pay? 

Mr. Engel. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. That is all. 

Mr. Engel. Because I was not able to pay anything, on account 
of the conditions of business; so that my attorney has not given me 
any bill, and I expect a very small one. 

Senator Jones. It is pretty good noticer to him, anyway. 

TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL P. FITZSIMMONS. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your full name ? 
Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Michael P. Fitzsimmons. 
The Chairman. What is your business ? 
Mr. Fitzsimmons. Tailor. 

The Chairman. You recall the application of Thomas Raftery for 
a saloon license ? 
Mr. Fitzsimmons. Yes. 
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The Chairman. He wanted a license in the block where you did 
business ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. In the store where I was. 

The Chairman. In the store where you did business ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Yes. 

The Chairman. State what took place between you and him. 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. He brought a representative from Shannon & 
Luchs to my place, Mr. Rose, and he finally agreed to take the place. 
I had no lease on this store, but it was about March 12 or 15, some- 
where between those dates, that he came there, and I had opened the 
store in the dull season, the latter part of November, and I had not 
had a chance to get any business in that season, so that I asked Mr. 
Raftery if he would consent to my remaining through the season to 
give me a chance -to do some business during the busy season, and I 
said I would be willing to vacate at that time. 

The Chairman. When was that? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. About March 15. 

The Chairman. Of last year ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. 1914. 

The Chairman. You had a lease on this store, or did you own it ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I did not have any lease on it. 

The Chairman. Did you own the place ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. No; I was only a tenant. 

The Chairman. You were there just as a tenant at will ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. As a monthly tenant. 

The Chairman. A monthly tenant ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes, sir; so that he agreed to let me remain until 
July 15, or perhaps August 1, and I went up to the excise board to 
find out what conditions were imposed, having heard that such was 
not the case and I would not be permitted to stay. 

The Chairman. Had he posted a notice there that he was going 
to make appHcation for license ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes, sir; at that time, the day before I went up 
to the excise board. Mr. Sheehy was then a member of the board. 
I saw him, and he stated that even though I was only a monthly ten- 
ant I had certain property rights, and he advised me to consult an 
attorney; and the attorney advised me to take the sign down, so that 
I did take it down. The same afternoon Mr. Rose and Mr. Raftery 
came to my store and wanted to know what was the trouble, and so 
forth. I told them. I explained to them that I felt the conditions 
were not as he had expected; that the board would expect them to 
show some activity within a reasonable time. 

The Chairman. Had any protests been made in regard to that 
saloon at that time ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes; I had started one the day previous. 

The Chairman. You started one ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes. 

The Chairman. In your .block ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes. 

The Chairman. AU right. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I explained to Rose and Raftery. Mr. Rose 
was the representative of Shannon & Luchs, real estate brokers. I 
explained tnat if I was going to move, I was going to move within the 
next two weeks, and that I was going to try and beat his license; and 
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if I was going to move he had to pay the expense of my moving, 
which he agreed to do, $100 payment at once and $100 additional 
upon the transfer. The proposition did not bother me any, because 
the following day I rented a store on North Capitol Street. 

The Chairman. Were you to destroy these protests as a part of 
your agreement? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. As part of the agreement? No, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you destroy the protests ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I aid destroy them the day I was given the $100. 

The Chairman. How many names were on that paper ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. About 12. 

The Chairman. Were they residents on that block ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Property owners. 

The Chairman. Property owners ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. 1 es. 

The Chairman. Go ahead. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. The foUowihg day Mr. Raftery came in the 
store and gave me a paper. 

The Chairman. Had Kaftery seen those protests ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes. They were destroyed in his presence. 

The Chairman. Had he seen them before ne offered you the $100 ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. No, sir; the protests had nothing to do with the 
receipt of the $100. I beg to say to you, Mr. Chairman, that this 
agreement was drawn in the ofRce of Shannon & T^uchs, and was to take 
effect on demand, and it was that I would enter no further protests, 
and to vacate at the time I told him I would, because I rented that 
store on North Capitol Street and got out at once. 

But Mr. Raftery brought me that paper the following day to my 
store, and said that Mr. Keane had sent this paper to me, so i opened 
up the paper and read it. 

The Chairman. What Keane was that? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Michael Keane, a lawyer. 

The Chairman. Proceed. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. So that I opened that paper and read it, and I 
said, ^^I can not understand why he sent me this.'' I said, *^This 
protest is stronger than the one I had given me by the Anti-Saloon 
League for my first protest." 

The Chairman. Mr. Raftery gave you that protest? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. He gave me this paper. 

The Chairman. What did he tell you to do with it? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I said, '^ What does Mr. Keane want me to do ?*' 
He said '*He wants you to get some names on it.'' I opened it up 
and read it more carefuUy, and it was even stronger than the protest 
that I had originally started ; so that I told him to meet me in the oj£ce 
of Mr. Keane the following morning, and I would see what object 
he had in view in this protest. I went to the oflBice of Mr. Keane 
the following morning, and he said to me '*I want you to keep this 
protest alive, so that no other protest will be started up by anyone 
else in the neighborhood, and keep it alive until a couple of days 
before the hearing, and then turn it over to Mr. Raftery or me." 

The Chairman. Mr. Keane said that to you ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Yes, sir. I had known Mr. Keane a number of 
years, and I said to him '*Mike, I will not do it, but I will have it 
done for you;" but I unfortunately consented to do it, and did do it, 
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and turned that second protest over to Mr. Raftery before the 
hearing. 

The Chaibman. Two or three days before the hearing ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. Perhaps two or three days before. There were 
about 15 names on it. 

I should like to say in regard to No. 406, which is the number of the 
original place where the application had been made for, that having 

gone into the matter to some extent myself, I know that it woula 
ave cost Mr. Raftery $14,000 or $15,000 to get into No. 406, and the 
second application, that for No. 420, was at the comer of Fifth and 
H Streete, and that was a very desirable place, a good place. It 
was a good move on the part of the attorney, excepting that in 
changing from No. 406 to No. 420 he made the charge before the 
excise board that I was a holdup man. 

The Chairman. Who made that charge? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Michael Keane; and also before the excise 
board he asserted that I was a clubfooted liar in my testimony. 
This was after I left the stand. 

The Chairman. On the stand you had related what you have 
related here ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. Just as I am telling it to you. 

The Chairman. And then Mr. Keane took tne stand and said that 
you were a liar? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. A clubfooted liar. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. The license for No. 420 had been rejected. The 
expenditure for No. 420, at the corner of Fifth and H streets, was to 
be only $3,200, and in order to get into No. 406 it would cost him 
anywhere from $14,000 to $15,000. Mr. Raftery broke the agree- 
ment with the owner of the property. He had agreed to buy the 
property for $7,000, feeling that he would be able to get his transfer 
to No. 420 ; so that when he came back to No. 420, the landlord raised 
the price of the property from $7,000 to $8,500, which Mr. Raftery 
was obliged to pay. 

Mr. Keane has made this charge before the excise board, which 
should be a matter of record, and I beg to be rather forceful in the 
assertion that I am not a clubfooted liar, and if there is any liar in 
the case, it is Mr. Keane. 

The Chairman; Why did you say it would cost him $14,000 or 
$15,000 to get in there? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. He would have to pay $7,000 for the property, 
and according to the plans submitted by the architect, there woula 
be $4,900 for the improvements. He had to transform the entire 

;lace, to dig a cellar, and so on. He had to get aU the bar fixtures. 
*here is $12,000 right off the reel, before he even started to furnish 
the place. 

The Chairman. And he was to get a transfer for only a small part 
of a Ucense year, was he not ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. What do you say? 

The Chairman. He was to get a transfer only for the balance of 
the heense year; or was this at the end of the Ucense year? 

Mr. FiTZSEMMONs. At the end of the year. 

The Chairman. At the end of the license year ? 

88005— PT 4 — ^15 8 
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Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. At the end of the year. 

The Chairman. It was a transfer, was it not ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONs. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Do you know anything about what his attorney's 
fees were ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. I have not the slightest idea, excepting on the 
outstart — ^mind you, now, up to my receiving this $100 deposit for 
vacating on demand, there was no attorney had been brought into 
the case at all. This matter had been gone over with Mr. Rose, the 
representative of Shannon & Luchs, and it was not until this incident 
had been entirely closed that Mr. Keane was brought into the case, 
or at least so far as my connection with the case was concerned; ana 
Mr. Raftery had told me that Mr. Keane was his attorney, and one 
of the saloon keepers in the neighborhood asked me the question 
who his attorney was, and I told him what Raftery had told me, 
and he said that he would bet me $50 to $10 that Keane was not his 
attorney. 

The Chairman. Were some of these names on the first protest 
you got out the same as those on the second ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. No, sir. 

The Chairman. Were they entirely different names ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. But they were the names of property owners in 
the block ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. I had every property owner in the block except 
those who kept a saloon or owned the property. 

The Chairman. On the original protest ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. On the original protest. The Brahler estate 
owned two pieces of property, and Mr. Webber ran a grocery store 
there and he owned two pieces of property. With the exception of 
that, I had every prop erty owner, with the exception of Mr. Sturgis. 

The Chairman. When this second protest was Drought to you from 
Mr. Keane, what names were put on it ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. I really could not recall. I gave the protest to 
a young man by the name of James Loeffler and told him to get the 
names. I told nim he could go up on Fifth Street and just go in one 
or two houses each day. 

The Chairman. Did Mr. Loeffler know that Raftery wanted that 
protest circulated ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. 
, The Chairman. He did not tell the protestants, however, did he? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No, sir. In fact, all the names he secured, prac- 
tically, were those of women, anyway. He got the property owners, 
the same as I did in the original protest. 

The Chairman. Did it have the result of keeping down other 
protests. 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. There was no protest. 

The Chairman. Aside from that one ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. There was none at aU against Raftery. The 
second protest I had given to Raftery had never been uncovered at all. 

The Chairman. I know that was not presented, but did it not have 
the effect of keeping others from being circulated ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. I presume it did, in view of the character of the 
neighborhood, with which I was thoroughly acquainted for the past 
20 years. 
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Senator Jones. These facts were brought out before the board ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. You never heard Mr. Raftery say anything about 
what he expected to pay his attorney ? , 

Mr. FiTZsiMMONS. Yes; he told me that Keane expected $500; but 
he said that he was going to get someone else who was going to do it 
for $250. 

Senator Jones. That is, Raftery said he was going to get somebody 
else? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jones. Who would do it for $250 ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Yes, sir. Of course Mr. Keane was really his 
attorney; and in the last case in connection with Mr. Sheehy. 

Senator Jones. In the last case in connection with Mr. Sneehy ? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Yes. 

Senator Jones. He did not tell you he was getting Sheehy for 
$250, did he ? 

Mr. FrrzsiMMONS. No, sir. 

Senator Jones. He did not indicate what he was paying him? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. No, sir. 

The Chairman. That is all, unless you want to make some further 
statement. 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. No, nothing other than that I desire to impress 
on the committee that the charge Mr. Keane made before the excise 
board, which is or should be a matter of record, is entirely untruthful. 

Senator Jones. Yes. We are not going to investigate that. 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. I just wanted to say that. 

The Chairman. Take the stand again, please. I want to ask you 
something else. Did you testify at two hearings before the board? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONS. Only one hearing. I asked for a personal hear- 
ing at first, a private hearing, and it was not a private hearing, the 
full board was there and I was there with my attorney, when I under- 
stood that Mr. Keane had made a charge that I was a hold-up man, 
and I appealed to the board. 

The Chairman. Was that relative to No. 420 or No. 406, that he 
made that charge ? 

Mr. FITZSIMMONS. This was just in the interim between trying to 
get the second transfer from No. 406 to No. 420, that Mr. Keane 
made the charge that he did before the excise board, my attorney, 
Mr. Clark, being present at the time. He charged me with being a 
hold-up man in connection with my getting this amount of money 
to vacate on demand. 

The Chairman. Where was the place which you had offered to 
vacate ? 

Mr. FITZSIMMONS. No. 406. 

The Chairman. You were at No. 406 ? 

Mr. FITZSIMMONS. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. After vou had vacated that place he got a hcense 
at No. 406, or was that declined? 

Mr. FiTzsiMMONs. That was granted. 

The Chairman. That was granted ? 

Mr. FITZSIMMONS. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Afterwards he tried to transfer to No. 420 ^ 

Mr. FITZSIMMONS. To No. 420. 
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The Chairman. What happened to that application? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONS. It was refused, and Mterwards No. 406 was 
restored to him by the excise board, on his original application. 

The Chairman. Why was it that he did not begin to do business 
at No. 406 when he got his license there ? Did he not have some trou- 
ble about getting the property ? 

Mr. FiTZSiMMONs. No; he broke his agreement with the owner of 
the property. He was to pay the first installinent within 60 days 
after the filing of the agreement, and I am only stating what I heard, 
only I do know that he failed to come through with his first payment 
within the required time, and the landlord broke the agreement with 
him, and then raised the price of the property after he came back the 
second time. He broke the agreement with the landlord. 

The Chairman. You testified then on No. 420? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. No. 420. 

The Chairman. And that apphcation was declined ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. That application was declined; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. In the meantime, however, he had made his 
arrangements with the landlord at No. 406, and they gave hini a 
license there ? 

Mr. Fitzsimmons. Yes, sir; the landlord increasing the price of the 
property $1,500— from $7,090 to $8,500. 

The Chairman. Gen. Smith, the records in both of these Raftery 
cases are here, are they not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes, sir. 

TESTIMONY OF JEREMIAH COSTEILO. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. Mr. .Costello, state your full name? 

Mr. Costello. Jeremiah Costello. 

The Chairman. What business are you in ? 

Mr. Costello. Barroom business. 

The Chairman. Where is your place of business? 

Mr. Costello. No. 521 Fu-st Street SW. 

The Chairman. How long have you been doing business there ? 

Mr. Costello. Since last June. 

The Chairman. Did you get a license last June ? 

Mr. Costello. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And you got your renewal last November? 

Mr. Costello. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Who represented you in getting your license ? 

Mr. Costello. Mr. Alexander H. Bell. 

The Chairman. What did you pay him? 

Mr. Costello. I paid him $300 for that and some more business. 
Mr. Bell has been our attorney for years, and with that and some 
more business that he transacted, and which I paid him for at the 
same time, I paid him S300. 

The Chairman. Did you pay him anything in November for get- 
ting the renewal ? 

Mr. Costello. $100 in November. 

The Chairman. How far are vou from the nearest church? 

Mr. Costello. About a thousand feet. 
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The Chairman. How far? 

Mr. CosTELLO. About 1,000 feet. 

The Chairman. What church is that? 

Mr. CosTELLo. I do not know. There is one church down there 
about three squares away, called the Friendship Baptist Church. 

The Chairman. Is it not the St. John's Baptist Church? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Not that I know of. I can't see any down there. 
There were a church there that were in a Sanitary grocery store about 
a week or so. 1 think he went out the back way, which he didn't pay 
no rent. 

The Chairman. You think there was a church there for a while? 

Mr. CosTELLO. There were a church there about a week or so; it 
was in a room 10 by 12. It was formerly a grocery store. 

The Chairman. That was within 400 feet of you, was it not? 

Mr. CosTELLo. Of my place now? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; that was right across the street. 

The Chairman. But you say that is no longer there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No; that wasn't there three weeks. He didn't have 
no congregation or anything. 

The Chairman. Was it there when you appUed for a Ucense ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. He came there and l didn't know he was there. I 
didn't know there was any church. Not when I apphed for a Ucense 
he wasn't there. 

The Chairman. And you did not know it was there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. There wasn't any sign or anything. AU I see was 
he walked over there with a little pasteboard sign— St. John's Baptist 
Church. Thev didn't even have chairs in there. I would like for 
you to come down there and see the building that church was in. 

The Chairman. We will. You found afterwards that they were 
there, when you appUed for the Ucense ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; they were there when I appUed for the Ucense. 
Thev went out in two weeks, though. 

The Chairman. Did they protest against your Ucense ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Not as I know of. There wasn't but one protest, 
and that was from some colored gentleman down there — a colored 
man. 

The Chairman. Are there any inhabited aUeys around your place ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. There is an aUey right there near me. It is not 
inhabited, though. There is only one resident in it. 

The Chairman. How far is it from the entrance to your barroom 
to the entrance to ElUson's Court? 

Mr. CosTELLO. EUison's Court ? 

The Chairman. Yes; that is an alley there? 

Mr. CosTELLO. That is, I judge, about 25 feet. 

The Chairman. Is there another alley there called Brown's Court? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes. 

The Chairman. How far is that from the entrance of that alley to 
your saloon ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I judge it is about 300 and some feet. 

The Chairman. I mean from your entrance to the entrance to that 
court ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Brown's Court is an alley that has four entrances 
to it. 
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The Chairman. How far is it to the nearest entrance to you? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I judge that it is about 300 feet — over 300 feet. 

The Chairman. How much did it cost you to arrange to start your 
bar there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. What do you mean*^the new bar ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. CosTELLO. It stood me in the neighborhood of aboat $12,000; 
between $12,000 and $15,000. 

The Chairman. What were the items in that expenditure? 

Mr. CosTELLO. What do you mean ? 

The Chairman. I mean, what did you spend it for ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. The property and the building I put up there. 

The Chairman. And the fixtures ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; I bought fixtures. 

The Chairman. Did you construct the building? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. It cost you between $12,000 and $15,000? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; between $12,000 and $15,000. 

The Chairman. Did you make this expenditure before you made 
application for your license ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you have any assurance that you would get 
your hcense ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. I did not; none in the least. 

The Chairman. You took the chance ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; I went in business a few years before and 
paid a pretty big price for the place I was in, and 1 was just getting 
square, and 1 thoudit I had just as well take another chance. 

The Chairman. Did it cost you something to create some other 
businesses on your side of the block ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. The business was all in the one building. I have 
got two buildings of my own there. 

The Chairman. Is that all there is on that block — your property? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No, sir; there is my property, and a drug store on 
the comer. 

The Chairman. Did you have to convert any residence property 
into business property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Any other residence, you mean ? 

The Chairman. Any other residence property on that block into 
business property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No; only my own. 

The Chairman. How long nad you owned that ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Just previous to the law, about two or three 
months before, sometime last year, I bought it. 

The Chairman. You bought practicaDy all the property, then, in 
the block besides the drug store ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes. 

The Chairman. What did that property consist of when you 
bought it — residences ? 

A&. CosTELLO. Two little frame houses. 

The Chairman. Two little frame houses? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What were they used for, residences — on F 
Street ? 
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Mr. CosTELLO. My business is on First Street. 

The Chairman. They are all dwellings on F Street, are they nqt, 
except one or two ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. No; there are shoe stores, and a feed store, and an 
oyster house and all. 

The Chairman. They are mostly dwellings ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes; mostly. 

The Chairman. And on this side on which vou are located there 
were two frame residences when you bought the property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. On F Street, facing F Street. 

The Chairman. What was on the side of the street you are on? 

Mr. CosTELLO. There wasn't nothing there. 

The Chairman. Nothing at all ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Nothing at all; no, sir. 

The Chairman. Just a blank space there ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Just a fence along from the two frame residences. 

The Chairman. And you built mat up with a bar and business 
property ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that largely a colored neighborhood ? 

Mr. CosTELLO. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman, That is sufficient. 

TESTIMONY OF PETEE J. lYlTAOH. 

• 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

Senator Thompson. Where do you hve ? 

Mr. Lynagh. 503 Seventh Street SW. 

Senator Thompson. What is your business ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Saloon business. 

Senator Thompson. You run a saloon there at No. 503, do you? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. When did you locate there ? Did you go there 
by transfer ? 

Mr. Lynagh. By transfer; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. In what place were you operating before? 

Mr. Lynagh. At No. 1200 Third Street SW. 

Senator Thompson. When did you make this transfer? 

Mr. Lynagh. In the month of July. 

Senator Thompson. Last year? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Whom, if anyono, did you employ to look 
after it for you ? 

Mr. Lynagh. For the transfer ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Lynagh. Mr. Sheehy. 

Senator Thompson. What fee, if any, did you pay for that ? 

Mr. Lynagh. A small retaining fee which he asked for, for to start 
the transfer. 

Senator Thompson. To start it? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. How much was it ? 

Mr. Lynagh. $100. 
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Senator Thompson. Then did he eflFect the transfer; did he bring it 
about finally? 

Mr. Lynagh. Not at that time. 

Senator Thompson. Did you have any other relations with him later 
on in the summer relative to it? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is all he did, is it? 

Mr. Lynagh. That is all he did; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. And did you have an understanding with Mr. 
Sheehy that you were to pay something more if you got the transfer ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Why, yes; sure. 

Senator Thompson. How much more ? 

Mr. Lynagh. $1,000. 

Senator Thompson. $1,000 more? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. $100 retainer and $1,000 more? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir; exactly. 

Senator Thompson. You paia that ? 

Mr. Lynagh. I did, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did he give any explanation as to why it was 
necessary to charge such a fee as that ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not ask him any questions ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 
• Senator Thompson. Did I understand you to say that you had 
paid the $1,000? 

Mr. Lynagh. When I got the transfer; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Are you in what is known as a residential 
neighborhood ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you make any preparation, before moving 
there, contemplating this transfer? 

Mr. Lynagh. From the old place ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, si r: I did. 

Senator Thompson. What expense did you go to, or what did 
you do ? 

Mr. Lynagh. There was a two-story confectionery there, and I 
bought the building. Then I applied for the transfer. 

Senator Thompson. At about what expense was that ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Well, $8,000 or $9,000. 

Senator Thompson. $8,000 or $9,000 ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you have any intimation from anyone 
that you could get a transfer to that place before ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir; I had not. 

Senator Thompson. Is it on a business street ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Did you buy any other business along there? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Any other business establishment? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 
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Senator Jones. Did you buy any other place there and start a 
business in it ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir; I did not. They were abeady there. 

Senator Jones. What is that? 

Mr. Lynagh. They were abeady there; all business there. 

Senator Jones. Is the entire front of that block occupied for 
business purposes ? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes; from east to west, on that block. 

Senator Jones. On the other block, what are they? 

Mr. Lynagh. There are only about two or three private houses. 

Senator Jones. All the rest are business places ? 

Iifc'. Lynagh. All the rest are stores; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you not regard a fee of $1,000 as a little 
extravagant for a service oi that kind ? 

Mr. Lynagh. I don't think so, sir. 

Senator Thompson. You did not ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Did you ask him why it was necessary to pay 
a fee of that enormous amount? 

Mr. Lynagh. No; I did not. I was being put out of a home at the 
old place, and I thought it was reasonable enough, when I was put 
out of a home at the old place. 

Senator Thompson. Did he say anything as to why it was necessary 
for vou to pay him that money ? 

Mr. Lynagh. No, sir; he did not. I had no conversation with 
him at aU. 

Senator Jones. In your business a matter of a few hundred dollars 
does not amount to anything in accomplishing your purpose, does it? 

Mr. Lynagh. Well, no, sir. 

The Chairman. The board has stated, Mr. Lynagh, that they do 
not consider an attorney necessary in those matters; that a man 
would stand as good a chance with them, or a better chance without 
an attorney than with one. 

Senator Jones. You have always found it better to have an 
attorney in those matters, have you not ? 

Mr. Lynagh. I found it necessary to have an attorney. There was 
a protest against me — a number of ladies and gentlemen made a 
protest — and I got Mr. Sheehy to defend me. He was chairman of 
the board before, and knew how things were done. 

Senator Jones. You thought the fact that he had been the chair- 
man of the board gave him greater influence? 

Mr. Lynagh. Ifo knew the ins and outs, and how to talk better 
than I did, and that was all. 

Senator Thompson. Was there a full hearing before the board ? 

Mr. Lynagh. How is that? 

Senator Thompson. Was there a hearing before a board on this 
transfer ? 

Mr. Lynagh. There was; yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Was testimony introduced on both sides? 

Mr. Lynagh. On both sides ? 

Senator Thompson. For and against? 

Mr. Lynagh. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Mr. Hart, have we the hearing in the Lynagh 
case here. 
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Mr. Hart. I do not think you asked for that, Senator. 

Senator Thompson. We should Uke to have it. 

Mr. Hart. I will have it here this afternoon. 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman, do you want the transfer and the appli- 
cation for renewal ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. If you please. 

Mr. Smith: Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. We wiU take a recess at this point. The witnesses 
who have testified are aU excused. Their attendance will not be 
required unless they are called again. There is no necessity for 
them to return this afternoon. 

(After informal discussion for several minutes, the committee 
resumed its session.) 

TESTIMONY OF BEV. GEOBGE A. MILLER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your calling ? 

Mr. Miller. I am pastor of the Ninth Street Christian Church at 
Ninth and D Streets NE. 

The Chairman. Is there a saloon located in your vicinity ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes; there are two. One is three blocks in one direc- 
tion and the other is about two and a half blocks — ^less than two 
blocks— in another direction. That is purely a residential section. 
While there are a few little comer stores, it is a residential section. 
These two saloons were granted renewal of license there. 

The Chairman. Over protests ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir; both were protested. The first one is on 
the corner of Eleventh and C Streets NE., and is kept by Mr. Raf- 
tery, and there was a protest of that. Of the four blocks cornering 
there, we had, I judge, 75 per cent of all the residents wlio protested 
against the renewal of the license. The saloon faces on C Street and 
on Eleventh Street both. C Street is purely residential; only one 
grocery on the opposite comer, so that they closed up the entrance 
to the saloon which was the principal entrance on C Street, and left 
the one open on Eleventh Street. Now, Eleventh Street had but 
one little Chinese laundry, and there is an einpty grocery store on 
Eleventh Street between 6 and C Stre'ets. Mr. Kaf tery bought a resi- 
dence — to understand it, there is a street coming in between B and C, 
from Eleventh to Twelfth — Park Place — and on that, on Park Place, 
there are 37 residences. He bought one of these residences, that 
sided on Eleventh Street and faced on Park Place. He did not 
change the residence a particle, but he dug up the cellar and put a 
barber shop in there. Then he built bacK of his saloon two little 
one-story buildings on a vacant lot that came back to the alley, and 
thus made what he called, and what the excise board called, a busi- 
ness block by doing that; not getting rid of a single residence, for 
when he bought, the people lived there just as they did before, and 
the entrance is just the same as it was before, and all. 

On those four squares that come to a point there, there are 201 
residences. I might vary one or two in the count, but there are 201 
residences and there is one church. My church is three blocks from 
there, and there are, all told, 14 places oi business in those four blocks. 
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Three of these he made himself , and those ar^ little one-story comer 
places, and I think with a residence over every one of them; and yet 
they declared that a business block. 

The Chairman. Were these facts brought to the attention of the 
excise board? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, these facts were all brought there; and the 
place itself is of a very questionable character, and the people have 
protested against it. ^ 

Senator Thompson. Did they, at the time ? 

Mr. Miller. We presented these protests. We presented a blue 
print showing this block, and that it was a residential section. They 
came out and measured it, and facing on B Street, siding along 
Eleventh Street, is a drug store. That is parked off with a fence 
and a gate, and leads into the residence that is over the drug store. 
There is no way to get into the drug store from Eleventh Street. 
This is on the B Street entrance. But they counted all that parking 
and aU that side of Eleventh Street as business property, and thus 
made out their 50 per cent of business propertv on that side of the 
sauare. Thev counted the side of this little barber shop, and the 
wnole side oi that residence, as business property, leaving the resi- 
dence just where it was, ana cutting out a hole there and making a 
barber shop that he himself bought. 

Senator Thompson. You say it is a place of questionable character. 
In what respect is it questionable ? 

Mr. Miller. There are a great many colored and white people 
there, and there has beien trouble there, although the police, I think^ 
did not report any. But one policeman told me it was impossible 
for him to report, because he would lose his job if he did. 

Senator Thompson. Who was that? 

Mr. Miller. No. 

Senator Thompson. Do you not want to give his name ? 

Mr. Miller. No, I would not do that. He might lose his job if 
I did. 

Senator Thompson. I do not think he would lose his job on account 
of that. 

Mr. Miller. Now, that is in a residential section. We have a 
church there with 1 ,300 members. My church is within three blocks. 

Senator Thompson. What church is that? 

Mr. Miller. The Ninth Street Christian Church. We have over 
1,000 in the Sunday School, within three blocks, and yet that does 
not amount to anything! 

The Chairman. You mean that your membership is largely within 
those blocks ? 

Mr. Miller. No; but I mean that the church is located within 
three blocks of the saloon. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Miller. And of course there are a ffood many of them within 
that limit, because it is right in the neighborhood and right in that 
section. 

Senator Thompson. Your claim is that it is a residential section ? 

Mr. Miller. A purely residential section. 

The Chairman. And that the block is not in any sense a business 
block ? 

Mr. Miller. No, sir. The onhr business on that block when the 
law went into effect was a little (Jhinese laundry on the back of a lot 
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that faces on Park Plac^ and an empty grocery store with a residence 
over it. 

The Chairman. Do you remember Patrick Raf tery's saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. Yes, sir. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know the number of his saloon ? 

Mr. Miller. It is at Eleventh, and C Streets NE., facing on 
Eleventh Street. He closed up the C Street entrance. 

The Chaf^man. Did you have another saloon in mind? 

Mr. Miller. That is something I want to bring to your attention, 
also. Two blocks in the opposite direction from my church is Mr. 
Hettinger's saloon, a saloon oi a very good character so far as character 
goes. Mr. Hettinger is in a point between D and E Streets. Maryland 
Avenue runs throueh there. Mr. Hettinger's place faces on Eighth 
Street and has a side. He had a saloon and a restaurant connected 
with it, and they did the cooking in the back part there, and served 
there. When this law went into effect he put a partition in there and 
partitioned off the saloon from the restaurant. The excise board de- 
cided that that was a block. There was nothing else in there but those 
two, but they decided that that was a block from E Street over to 
Maryland Avenue, and granted him a license. If they had taken it 
from D to E Streets, there would have been no license, because the 
rest is all residences. But the point I want to make is that in the 
other case, of Raftery, whereas Park Place comes in, a street of 37 
residences, they did not count from C Street to Park Place a block, 
but they said '^The block is from C to D,'' and made out the 50 per 
cent. If they had counted the other way, they would not have had 
the 50 per cent from Park Place. I do not understand some things. 

The Chairman. What is Hettinger's number ? 

Mr. Miller. It is at Eighth and Maryland Avenue. I do not 
know exactly the number. It faces on Eighth Street, and it is at 
Eighth and Maryland Avenue. 

The Chairman. We are very glad to have your statement, Doctor. 
Is there anything else you wish to offer ? Ii so, we will be glad to 
have it. 

Mr. Miller. No; that is all I want to call your attention to, these 
two cases of saloons in what are purely residential sections, and the 
fact that they have made those aecisions, one as to a block that has 
one residence and one saloon, and call that an entire block, when 
it is only a few feet across from E Street to Maryland Avenue, the 
other as to a full street with 37 residences on it in the middle of the 
block which they do not consider at all, but count from B to C a full 
block, each time to get the saloon in. 

The Chairman. Very well. Doctor. We are very much obliged to 
you. 

TESTIMOmr OF JUIIUS I. PEYSER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. Give your full name. 
Mr. Peyser. Julius I. Peyser. 
The Chairman. What is your occupation ? 

Mr. Peyser. I am an attorney at law, a member of the firm of 
Darr, Peyser & Taylor. 

The Chairman. What is your office address? 
Mr. Peyser. The Southern Building. 
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The Chairman. What is your residence address ? 

Mr. Peyser. No. 1940 Biltmore Street. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in the District. 

Mr. Peyser. All my life. I have practiced law here about 15 
years. 

The Chairman. Did you represent Mr. Bush in his efforts to get 
a Ucense from the Excise Board ? 

Mr. Peyser. I did. 

The Chairman. Did you represent him in his efforts to get a 
license at the Evans Building and some other places ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes, sir; I did. 

The Chairman. Please state the circumstances. 

Mr. Peyser. I was the attorney for Mr. Bush, and I understood 
that only three places could remain on E Street. I did not want 
Mr. Bush to rim the risk of losing the license, so that I went down 
to see the board about it. I told them that while Bush had been 
there longer than anyone, longer than Miller, I thought I would rather 
look around and see if I could not find a place. I spoke to Gen. 
Smith, and it was in the presence of Mr. Baker. They asked me if I 
had any place in view. I told them no, but I wanted to find out how 
the board felt about it, and if I found a place I would come down. 
I came down two days thereafter. I had n^otiated with a real 
estate broker to obtain the place in the Evans Building. Then they 
told me to go ahead and I went ahead and saw Chairman Smith — or 
Mr. Smith at that time, he was not chairman — Gen. Smith — and told 
him I wanted to post for Mr. Bush in the place now occupied by Mr. 
McCarthy. 

The Chairman. Thi3 place now occupied as a saloon by Mr. 
McCarthy ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes. They told me they would not allow me to post 
at any railroad terminal. They also repeated the fact. They said 
**I thmk we told you that a short time ago.'' I had been down there 
to get the opportimitjr to post either for Mr. Rosenthal or Mr. Bush, 
I am not positive which one of my cUents, where McMillan's place is 
located. 1 can not tell you where the place is, but it is on G Street. 

The Chairman. No. 1421 ? 

Mr. Peyser. I would not like to say. 

Senator Thompson. It is about there ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes, it is on the north side of the street. They 
refused to permit me to get a card for either Mr. Rosenthal or Mr. 
Bush, but a short while thereafter I saw a card posted for McMillan, 
and the Ucense was granted; and we sort of talked over the circum- 
stances about a railroad terminal, and I said I didn't see any reason, 
as long as I had ^ot the permission of the owners of the Evans Build- 
ing for the granting of a license, why they would not allow me even 
to post, and I said Unless the objections come from the parties who 
own the property and are in that neighborhood;" but notwithstand- 
ing my insistence in the mattet they refused to allow me to post. 
Tnat was the second time. 

The Chairman. To what railroad terminal did they have reference i 

Mr. Peyser. The G Street line terminal. The tracks stop at Fif- 
teenth and G Streets, and the line that goes northeast stops at Fif- 
teenth and New York Avenue. 
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The Chairman. Both of those will be street raiboad terminals; 
they are terminals of street-car Unes ? 

Mr. Peyser. Of street-car lines entirely. 

The Chairman. The Evans Building is the terminal of the line 
that comes down New York Avenue ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And the place where McMillan does business is 
the terminal for the line that goes out G Street? i 

Mr. Peyser. Yes, sir. ' 

The Chairman. Is it not also the terminal of the Washington, 
Baltimore & Annapolis Railroad ? 

Mr. Peyser. Yes, but this place is at Fourteenth and New York 
Avenue, and that car generally goes to the end of the tracks at Fif- 
teenth Street. 

After the licenses were issued I went down to the board. 

Senator Thompson. After the Ucenses were issued to whom? 

Mr. Peyser. I beg your pardon; these Ucenses were issued to 
Gerstenberg, Shoomaker, and Engel. I went down to the board and 
said "I understood this morning that Bush was to have his Ucense.'' 
The rumors around the street were that the assessor had already in- 
serted Bush's name in a hcense, and I wanted to know the ground 
of their refusing Bush. On account of the fact of his having been there 
21 years and Engel having been there only 3 years, and the fact that 
Enger^ record was not quite as good when he ran the Hotel Engel, 
I said I did not see any reason why Bush should not have his license. 
I said ''It seems to me that there is some reUgious prejudice in this." 
I spoke to Bride. Bride said "Oh, no; I have no prejudices at all. 
We did not see fit to grant to Mr. Bush.*' I tried to question him 
as to why. Of course he declined to tell me; and I said "It is a 
very foxy way of playing the game.'' I said "Everybody ought to 
have a square deaf in Washington. We are all taxpayers. I do not 
like the way things are done. I think there is some reason that is 
not on the surface, and I think the matter ought to be thoroughly 
sifted." 

Senator Thompson. Had there been any charges against Bush 
when he conducted business previous to that time? 

Mr. Peyser. The police records as shown that day — and Mr. 
Shoemaker was there examining Bush — showed that there were no 

SoUce charges against Bush whatsoever. He ran a saloon and he 
id not run an eating house; and I saw in the the paper . 

Senator Thompson. How long had he run a saloon ? 

Mr. Peyser. He must have been there 17 or 18 years. 

Senator Thompson. All that time, and no charges against him ? 

Mr. Peyser. None at all. Mr. Bride said that the question of the 
financial ability of Mr. Bush and the bad financial condition of Mr. 
En^el was one of the reasons. 

The Chairman. Yes, he stated that here. 

Mr. Peyser. Yes. I wiU state he did not take that into con- 
sideration when he rejected Mr. Burdine on D Street, who had been 
in the business for a long time, and the only thing against him was 
that he was struggling hard to succeed. I represented the landlord 
in that case, the owner of the building, and I knew that Burdine 
had been running a good place and the only thing agamst him was 
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the low character of the neighborhood; and notwithstanding that 
fact they chopped Mr. Burdine's head off because he was financially 
embarrassed, and Mr. Engel they gave a seat of honor. I want to say 
this, that I do not belong to any antisaloon league, and I practice law 
here, and as a matter of duty I appeared for Mr. Bush, being paid for 
it. It was ahnost necessary for lawyers to appear down there oecause 
the board did not seem to comprehend the law as it ought to be 
comprebended. 

The Chairman. We are much obliged to you, Mr. Peyser. 

TESTIMONY OF PATRICK F. CAER. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your business ? 

Mr. Carr. I am in the retail Uquor business at No. 3605 M Street, 
Georgetown, or West Washington. 

The Chairman. Is that the place that was outside the fire limits 
when the present law went into effect ? 

Mr. Carr. Well, now, it was inside the fire limits, the way I un- 
derstand, when the present law went into effect. There has been 
some contention about that. 

Senator Thompson. When was it in the fire limits ? 

Mr. Carr. When was it in ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes; when was the place in? 

Mr. Carb. I think on March 20, if I am not mistaken; but I am 
not sure that is the date. 

Senator Thompson. You mean March of last year ? 

Mr. Carr. No, March, 1914. The fire limits were extended there 
just a block the other side— to a block beyond. 

Senator Thompson. Was that or not previous to the law going 
into effect ? 

Mr. Carr. Previous to the law going into effect, according to the 
bill. 

Senator Thompson. But the bill had passed, had it not ? 

lifr. Carr. It was after the law had passed. That is what you 
mean ? 

Senator Thompson. Yes, it was after the bill had passed ? After 
the bill had passed Congress the fire limits were extended two blocks ? 

Mr. Carr. Application was made previous to that time, but it 
was on the 20th, I have learned smce, that the fire limits were 
extended. 

The Chairman. What cross street are you on, Thirty-fiifth or 
Thirty-seventh Street ? 

Mr. Carr. I am just above Thirty-sixth Street, at 3605 M Streets 

The Chairman. You mean that you are west of Thirty-sixth 
Street ? 

Mr. Carr. Now, pardon me; I will just make a statement to make 
your question right. I want to answer your question absolutely 
right. I do not want to make a mistake. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Carr. The bill was passed on March 4, 1913, 1 think. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Carr. The law was to take effect, as it is now being contended 
in the courts, on July 1, 1913 ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 
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Mr. Carr. Between March 4 and July 1, 1913, the fire limits were 
extended— during that time. 

The Chairman. Between March 4, 1913, and the day the law went 
into effect, the fire limits were extended from Thirty-fifth to Thirty- 
seventh Street ? 

Mr. Carr. That is exactly right. 

The Chairman. And the effect of that extension was to bring you 
within the fire Umits? 

Mr. Carr. Well, no; I could not say that. If that was so, I would 
answer it. 

Senator Thompson. Did that have anything to do with it ? 

Mr. Carr. It had this much to do with it. For three or four 
years that matter was talked over, and they were trying to get the 
fire Hmits extended in that neighborhood. Capt. Schneider, if he 
was here, could make that statement. I beheve there is a law on 
file in the District of Columbia, and at the present time they desire 
to have the fire limits extended. In that neighborhood around there 
for about three blocks there was quite a lot of frame buildings, and 
the District authorities did not want any more frame buildings than 
they could possibly have in the neighborhood, and the people that 
had better property there 

The Chairman. Is it a fact that you were west of Thirty-fifth 
Street on March 4, 1913 ? 

Mr. Carr. Yes. 

The Chairman. And at that time you were not in the fire limits ? 

Mr. Carr. No, sir. 

The Chairman. At that time you were not within, because Thirty- 
fifth Street was the limit ? 

Mr. Carr. Yes. 

The Chairman. Then, regardless of whether you had anything 
to do with it or not, when the fire Hmits were extended to Thirty- 
seventh Street that took you in ? 

Mr. Carr. It put us on the safe side. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Carr. Now, that is it. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know why the commissioners took 
that action at that particular time ? 

Mr. Carr. I can not say that I know why. I was very glad 
that such an attempt was being made at that time, I can say tnat, 
and I would have lent any assistance to it I could. 

The Chairman. Did you lend assistance to it ? 

Mr. Carr. When I was approached by a young man who had 
a petition, as I imderstood it, asking me to sign, I signed it. I was 
one of the sigjners of that petition, although there were several others 
on the petition at that time. I beheve Mr. Shoemaker had his 
petition. 

The Chairman. Was it not talked over at the time you signed 
the petition, and did it not occur to you, that if the extension was 
made it would throw you within the me limits ? 

Mr. Carr. It occurred to me long before the bill passed. I had 
read a copy of the bill, and I would have Uked very much indeed 
to have been fortunate enough to have had that done, because I was 
involv^ed to the amount of $25,000 in property there. 
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S^Erator IfeoMPsoN. You were anxious to come within the required 
limits, as you understand it ? 

Mr. <!5arr. Yes, sir. I would have lilced it very much, to have it 
done. My Telatives owned property in that neighborhood. One 
particular one, a sister of mine, owns considerable of it. 

T^ t!h9:ArR»LAN. When you came to get a license in November was 
this point brought up against granting your license, that this exten- 
sion of the fire limits was made for the purpose of getting you in 
there ? Was that point made at the hearing ? 

Mr. Cabk. I heard Mr. Shoemaker say something about it. He 
said he made a protest. 

The Chairman. Who represented you ? 

Mr. 'Carr. Mr. Rossa F. Downing, who is my attorney and has 
been for 20 years. 

ThedHAiRMAN. Did he repres^it you »t the hearing before the 
Excise Board ? 

Mr. Carr. Yes; Downing was there. 

The Chairman. Did he interrogate any ot the witnesses at the 
hearing, or make any statement in your behalf ? 

Mr. lJarr. I do not know that there was much interrogation. I 
think there was very little brought up at the hearing before the 
Excise Board. Previous to that time the Excise Board, owing to 
some question by Mr. Shoemaker and others as to the legaUty of my 
position there, gave a pubhc hearing to my attorney, and there were 
there, I beheve, five or six attorneys, and among them the corporation 
counsel before the Excise Board. I think at that time Mr. Sheehy 
was chairman of the board. I am sure he was. There was a hearing 
and we proved to the satisfaction of the attorneys and the board that 
we were legally within the safe zone. I think he had a brief there of 
24 or 25 P«ges, and went over the law. 

Senator Thompson. He took the position that that extension was 
made before the law went into effect, and hence you were within the 
fire limits? 

Mr. Carr. Yes; and the same position is being now -taken in the 
supreme court. 

The Chairman. When you first saw this law and observed that it 
it passed in that form you were out of the limits, you consulted yoiir 
attomev las to how it could be changed ? 

Mr. Carr. Not at that time. I saw at that time there was a move- 
ment to extend the fire limits, and I hoped it would be carried. 

The Chatrman. Your attorney had something to do with it ? 

Mr. Cark. I do not think I ev» mentioned it to my attorney at 
that time. I knew that a movement was on foot for that purpose. 

The C^iRMAN. Did he not aid in having tiie limits extended so as 
to protect you ? 

Mr. Carr. My attomev? Not that I recall. If he did, I would 
be very glad to tell you, but I do not think he did. 

Senator Thompson. That would have been in the line of his 
employment, would it not ? 

Mr. Carr. It was mostly gotten up by the people who were living 
right in the neighborhood where I lived, and my friends and relatives, 
as I stated to you. There was one particidar gentleman there who 
took great interest in helping me. 

83005— pt4— 16 i 
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Senator Thompson. Your interest all the time was to be on the 
safe side so far as operating your saloon was concerned ? 

Mr. Carr. I will admit that. I would have been glad to see that 
happen because I was interested in property there, and I owned that 
piece" of property. 

Senator Thompson. What did you pay your attorney for repre- 
senting you at that hearing ? 

Mr. Carr. I paid my attorney all together for that, for the hearing 
and court proceeding, about $600. 

The Chairman. In connection with this ? 

Mr. Carr. Yes, in connection with this, going along. 

The Chairman. What is the proceeding you refer to in court ? 

Mr. Carr. There are proceedings in court. The Old Dominion 
Railway Co. and the Antisaloon League combined, I believe — that 
is the way the biU is — have made a complaint, or in other words have 
charged, that the places there are causing an irreparable damage to 
the railroad company, due to the fact that their patrons generally 
complain against them, and the case is now in court and has been 
for about four weeks running. 

The Chairman. How near are you to the Old Dominion station ? 

Mr. Carr. Their station is on the street just around the comer, 
at Thirty-sixth and M Streets. They have been trying to acquire 
that property for quite a long time. In fact, the wfiole community 
knows what they are after. 

TESTIMOmr OF MATTHEW E. O'BSIEH. 

(The witness was sworn by the Chairman.) 

The Chairman. Give your name and occupation ? 

Mr. O'Brien. Matthew E. O'Brien. Member of the bar. 

The Chairman. How long have you been a member of this iart 

Mr. O'Brien. Since 1908. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in the District ? 

Mr. O'Brien. Since 1908. 

The Chairman. Where did you come from to this District ? 

Mr. O'Brien. Connecticut. 

The Chairman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Shoemaker as to 
what Mr. Bride said to him about certain parties making collections ! 

Mr. O'Brien. I read it; I did not hear it. I was not here at the 
time. 

The Chairman. Did Mr. Bride say anything like that to you ? 

Mr. O'Brien. Not the exact language as reported in the newspaper. 
I can tell you what Bride said. 

The Chairman. Please state it. 

Mr. O'Brien. I was counsel for the East Washington Civic Asso- 
ciation, and as their counsel represented them b^ore the Excise 
Board in protesting against anythmg in this East Washington section, 
and some particular saloons. One in particular was that of Patrick J. 
MacDonald, on Pennsylvania Avenue. He applied for a transfer, 
and the testimony disclosed that he was paying, within a month of 
the end of the license year, $19,500, and at that hearing I gave notice 
that while we did not care who ran the saloon, he or the present owner, 
imtil the end of the present license year, at the end of that license 
year we would protest against the renewal of that license on the 
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OTound that it was within the prescribed limit of distance from the 
WaUach School, and also, in mv opinion, within 400 feet of the home 
of the National Spiritualistic Associa,tion, which I contended was a 
religious association; and I asked Mr. MacDonald if he was wiUing 
to take his chance and pay this amount of money and have it trans- 
ferred for a month. Afterwards I had some talk with Mr. Bride 
and I got the impression from him that that transfer would not be 
granted. One evening a message came asking me to come over to 
Mr. Bride's house, and he said ''They granted that license. The 
other two outvoted me, and they granted that transfer to MacDonald, 
and unless you people do something,'' he says, ''I have spoken — I 
am going to speak — to Mr. Wilson and Mr. Shoemaker." He said, 
''Umess something is done they will just roughshod over all the 
protests that you nave filed. I have stated to the other members 
of the board that we would all be called grafters if this thing was 
permitted. " He said, ''There was a rule oi the board that no hcense 
could be granted, no transfer could be made, except by unanimous 
vote of the board. This afternoon they rescinded that rule." He 
said, "I am only a nonentity on the board. The other two members 
are going to run it. If you want to protect your clients in this end 
of the city, you have got to take some action to stop it. " 

The Chairman. Did he say anything to you about anybody mak- 
ing collections ? 

Mr. O'Brien. No; he did not say anything about anybody making 
collections, but he said he told them that, and he told them about their 
being seen with certain representatives of brewers, Michael Keane 
and others; that they could go if they wanted to, but he would not: 
that they would all get the reputation of being grafters if they voted 
for this. 

Senator Thompson. He did not say what means should be taken 
to protect yourself ? 

Mr. O'Brien. What is that? 

Senator Thompson. You say he used the words that you should 
take some action to protect yourself. Did he say what he meant by 
that? 

Mr. O'Brien. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What was it ? 

Mr. O'Brien. He said, "I do not think anything will stop them 
unless you are strong enouffh to get a Congressional mvestigation." 

The Chairman. We will Be glad to have anything else, Mr. O'Brien, 
that you think of. 

Mr. O'Brien. Well, I think it has all been covered. I represented 
the petitioners from this section of the city, and there are several 
thousand names to a blanket remonstrance or protest against any 
licenses being granted on Capitol BUll, our contention being that the 
few places of business in any of the blocks up here were to serve the 
wants of the immediate neighborhood, and that the whole surround- 
ing was residential. We have not yet gotten a decision on that. 
We had a hearing on that, but we have not up to the present time 
gotten a decision on that; except that licenses were granted. 

The Chairman. Very well. We are much obligea. Dr. Hickok, 
do you desire to take tne stand ? 

Mr. HiCEOK. I want to do whatever the committee wants me to do, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. We will be very glad to have you do so. 
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TESTIMONT OF PAUL B. HICKOK. 

(The witness was sworn by the Chairmaa). 

The Chairman. What is your namel 

Mr. HiCKOK. Paul R. Hickok. 

The Chairman. What is your location and what is your vocation ? 

Mr. HicKOK. I am a clergyman, pastor of the MetropoUtan Pres- 
byterian Church, at the comer of Fourth and B Streets SE. My 
residence is No. 17 Fifth Street SE. 

The Chairman. Have you had occasion to make protests before 
the Excise Board regarding licensing of saloons ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Yes; I have appeared before the Excise Board as a 
protestant in probablv seven or eight or nine cases; possibly more. 

The Chairman. Wnat information can you give us with regard to 
some of those cases? 

Mr. HicKOK. I think in every instance the cases in which I have 
appeared have been in the comparative neighborhood, in the com- 
munity I represent; that is, in or near the location of the church or 
my residence. The church and my residence are within two squares 
of each other, and it is in that general region that is represented by 
the East Washington Civic Association. 

Senator Thompson. Can vou give the numbers of any places that 
you have protested against Sf 

Mr. HiCKOK. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And the circumstances surrounding them? 
. Mr. HiCKOK. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Just do that, if you please. 

Mr. HiCEOK. In the first place, there was this application for a 
transfer to a site located on the south side of Pennsylvania Avenue 
between Sixth and Seventh Streets. I believe the applicant was a 
man named MacDonald. 

Mr. O Brien. O Donnell. 

Mr. HiCKOK. MacDonald is the one further down, is he ? 

Mr. O Brien. No, O'Doimell is the one further down. 

Mr. HiCKOK. This protest was on the one located between Third 
and Fourth, near Fourth. 

Another instance was the case of an applicant who wished to go to 
a place on the north side of Pennsylvania Avenue between Third and 
Fourth, in a building where a moving picture establishment had been 
located. There was an application for a transfer onto East Capitol 
Street, on the north side, oetween Fourth and Fifth. 

There was another apphcation for a transfer to the south side of 
East Capitol Street between Fourth and Fifth. 

I was going to mention the Mergner case. I am not certain that I 
did actually appear in that case. At any rate, that is perhaps suffi- 
cient answer to your question. 

Senator Thompson. You mi^ht state the circumstances surroimd- 
ing these particular cases and the reasons for your objection. 

Mr. HicEOE. Practically every one of these cases had to do with 
saloons or proposed saloons in a general region that we regard as dis- 
tinctly residential. For example, this group of saloons or proposed 
saloons near the Metropolitan Presbyterian Church, of which I am 
pastor, is in a community where there are probablv eight or nine 
different churches within a radius of three squares, and in one instance 



EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 283 

the proposition was for the location of a saloon which actually would 
have been only 8 feet from my church property; just across a narrow 
alley, actually only 8 feet away. 

Senator Thompson. You stopped that, did you ? 

Mr. HicKOK. Yes; that was stopped. Another instance, however, 
in which we failed, was the establishment of a saloon on the south 
side of Pennsylvania Avenue between Third and Fourth, which WQ 
believe is actually within the 400-foot limit indicated in the law. 

The Chairman. What place is that ? 

Mr. HiOKOK. Is that the place of MacDonald or of O'Donnell ? 

Mr. O'Brien. O'Donndl. 

Mr. HiCKOK. On the south side of Pennsylvania Avenue between 
Third and Fourth. Measuring from the nearest door of the church 
to the street, and then chrectly down the street by the nearest line 
of travel directly to the door of the proposed site, it was within 400 
feet. Pennsylvania Avenue and Fourth Street there make an 
acute angle, the space between being less than an angle of 90^. Thfe 
way the distance was measured was by going clear across Pennsvl- 
vania Avenue on the diagonal. It did not cross Pennsylvania 
Avenue at right angles, but coming across on a diagonal to the angle 
of the acute angle, and then back, it made that distance more than 
400 feet from the nearest door of the church, which we did not then 
regard as a correct measurement, and do not now regard as a correct 
measurement. This is the place to which I think reference was 
made by Mr. O'Brien, where an enormous expenditure of money was 
made near the end of the license year in the purchase of new property 
and the erection of new buildings, all of that with only a few weeks of 
business immediately before them. 

Another case in which I was interested was that of what is known 
as the Mergner property on the south side of East Capitol Street,, 
between Fourth and Fifth; at No. 415, I think. I am quite sure it 
was at No. 415. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. HiCKOK. Has the Mergner matter been brought up ? 

The Chairman. Yes. We will be veiy glad to have you speak of it. 

Mr. HiCKOK. Almost immediately after the law was passed, and 
of course a long time before it went into effect, I was passing tins 
property — ^it is just aroimd the comer from my residence — ana as I 
passed there I was interested and mystified to see two fences in 
process of construction, and the particularly singular feature was 
that one of the fences came directly across the siaewalk which had 
been in common use for a great many years in front of those stores. 

Senator Thompson. This saloon happened to be the last place on 
the comer, did it not, on that block ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. No; the saloon is not on the comer. 

Senator Thompson. The saloon is not on the comer ? 

Ikfr. HiCKOK. No, sir; and there are two or three places of business 
between the saloon and either comer; but there is a wide space there 
between the line of businesses and the curb, between the line of stores 
and the curb, and there is one sidewalk near the curb and another 
immediately in front of the stores. These two fences were in process 
of construction, one coming from the outer sidewalk to the line of 
the inner sidewalk and the other coming from the outer sidewalk 
clear up to the building. 
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Senator Thompson. When was that? 

Mr. HiCKOK. That was a very short tune after the passage of the 
excise law. My recollection is that it was just within two or three 
weeks after the passage of the law, and, of course, a long time before 
it went into effect. I was mystified by it until 1 happened to recol- 
lect that just beyond my residence, at the comer of Fifth and A 
Streets SE., there is a school, and the erection of this one fence 
required that a person must go around that building instead of by 
the sidewalk which had been in use for many years, to go around 
three sides of the street, and then around by Fifth Street. 

Senator Thompson. There is an outer sidewalk there ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. There is an outer sidewalk as well as a sidewalk imme- 
diately in front of the Une of stores. 

I at once wrote a letter to the officers of the Anti-Saloon League, 
telling them what was being done, and prepared just a httle rough 
chart of the appearance of the situation as it was; and I know that 
was presented at the time the hearing came up before the Excise 
Board; and it was such a palpable subterfuge that it aroused the 
resentment of a good many there, because it served to increase the 
distance by about 70 or 80 feet, and shut off the sidewalk only on one 
side. That is, there was no attempt at all to close the sidewalk on 
the side further from the schoolhouse, but only on the side nearer. 

The Chairman. You state that you had been going by there for 
years before that ? 

, Mr. HiCKOK. Oh, yes. It has been an open sidewalk there all the 
while. 

Senator Thompson. It is a cement walk, is it not? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Yes. 

The Chairman. And you say this fence made its appearance 
shortly before the law went into effect? 

Mr. HicKOK. Yes. 

The Chairman. There are two fences ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. There are two fences; one that entirely closed the 
travel over that sidewalk, and the other was left open. 

The Chairman. The other fence was open ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Yes, the other fence was open. 

The Chairman. Do you mean there was a gate in it? 

Mr. HicKOK. No, sir. If you will allow me, I will demonstrate it, 
or make a drawing. 
. The Chairman. What do you mean by an open fence ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. The fence came only to that sidewalk. There were 
two fences in process of construction. 

The Chairman. On each side of the entrance to the saloon? 

Mr. HiCKOK. On each side of the space immediately in front of the 
saloon. 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. HiCKOK. The fence that was in process of construction on the 
east, side of that space reaching from tne sidewalk nearest the street 
clear back to the building, passing entirely across the sidewalk that 
was immediately in front of the line of the stores. 
. The Chairman. And that was the side of the entrance nearest the 
school ? 

Mr. HiCKOK. Nearest the schoolhouse. The fence which was in 
process of construction on the west side of that space in front of the 
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saloon came from the sidewalk nearest the street just to the sidewalk 
that was nearest the hne of stores. 

The Chairman. I see. 

Mr. HicKOK. Just to that point. There was no gate or no remov- 
able fence, or anything. 

Senator Thompson. So that the stores west of the saloon would 
have the use of the sidewalk? 

Ikfr. HiCKOK. The stores west of the saloon had the use of the side- 
walk. The stores east of the saloon had the use of the sidewalk just 
to that fence. 

The Chairman. All right, Doctor. Is there anything else now ? 

Mr. HiCKOK, I think that is all. 

The Chairman. We are very much obliged to you. 

(At 1.40 o'clock p. m. the committee took a recess until 3.30 
o'clock p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION. 

The committee met, pursuant to the taking of the recess, at 3.30 
o'clock p. m. 

Present, Senators Sheppard (chairman), Thompson, and Dilling- 
ham. 

The Chairman. I desire to put in the record the following letter 
which has been sent to me: 

[James A. O'Shea, attorney at law, 412 Fifth Street NW., Century Building.] 

Washington, D. C, February 26y 1915. 
Hon. M. Sheppard, 

United States Senator, Chairman, 

Dear Sir: Having been advised that the special committee is about to close its 
hearings to-day and wishing to correct certain accusations and aspersions which have 
been cast upon the Marks Hotel and its proprietor, I would respectfully ask leave to 
submit the following which I trust may oe printed in the record. 

Mr. Marks came to Washington from Baltimore, where he had held a liguor license, 
and was fortified with letters from various influential and prominent men in Baltimore 
as to his standing wliile in Baltimore. Mr. Marks has endeavored in every way to 
conduct his hotel according to law, and had there been any violations, or had the 
place been such as insisted by the vice squad through Lieut. Catts and Detective 
Howes, it strikes me that in justice and fairness to Mr. Marks he should have been 
convicted of any alleged violation. 

The report given by these gentlemen yesterday has received circulation through 
the newspapers and undoubtedly Mr. Marks has been pkced in a false light before the 
public, and it is in order to correct this erroneous impression that this letter is addressed 
to your honorable body. 

Should the board desire letters of character and good standing as far as Mr. Marks is 
concerned and the fact that he has a good police record, that the Excise Board acted 
upon this police record when it reissued lum his license, I should be glad to submit 
the same. 

Thanking you for your courtesy in the matter and assuring you on behalf of Mr. 
Marks that his only desire is to correct the impression coming from ex parte statements. 
I beg leave to remain. 
Very respectfully, 

James A. 0*Shba. 

TESTIMOmr OF TIMOTHY HAlffLON. 

(The witness was sworn by the chairman.) 
The Chairman. What is your business ? 
Mr. Hanlon. I am a saloonkeeper, sir. 
The Chairman. At what place ? 
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Mr. Hanlon. 822 H Street NE. 

The Chairman. When did you transfer to that place I 

Mr. Hanlon. My transfer was granted Christmas Eve, 1 think; 
around there. 

The Chairman. Last Christmas Eve ? 

Mr. Hanlon. A year ago. 

The Chairman. From what place did you transfer? 

Mr. Hanlon. From Thirteenth and H Streets NE; th^ nortkeast 
comer of Thirteenth and H. 

The Chairman. Was that near Wyhe's Court ? 

Mr. Hanlon . It was about 150 or 1 60 feet from Wylie's Court 

The Chairman. Your place is a comer place now, is it Hot? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes. 

The Chairman. What was the house used for before you took itt 

Mr. Hanlon. Mr. Reagan used it before me, for a private house. 
He had a plumbing place in the back. 

The Chairman. He had a pfambing place in the back and Uved in 
the front ? 

Mr. HANtON. Yes, sir; and lived in the front. 

The Chairman. What did it cost you to rearrange the place for a 
saloon and put your bar in ? 

Mr. Hanlon. It cost me about $3,500. 

The Chairman. What did it cost you, all together, to move and 
locate there ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Well,, not very much over that. It upset me, 
leaving my place and coming down there. I should think that 1 
lost a great deal by lea^^ng Thirteenth and H Streets and coming 
down there. 

The Chairman. Is that a better .stand for a saloon t&an your 
other rilace ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I do not think sOw 

The Chairman. You do not think so * 

Mr. Hanlon. I do not think so. 

The Chairman. Why did jou transfer from it? 

Mr. Hanlon. I thought I was. really affected by the kMiaitiDtt'' of' a 
cooking school in the middle of the square. 

The Chairman. What kind of a school ? 

Mr. Hanlon. A cooking school. 

The Chairman. Who, toul [^ou that that would affect ^js^m^ 

Mr. Hanlon. Nobody, only thai I knew the schools wa»i tiieve 
for some time myself, and I didn't want to take no chimee;, Because 
1 wanted to get m. 

The Chairman. Did you consult a lawyer ? 

Mr. Hanlon. No. I went to see the excise board about it. 

The Chairman. About transferring? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, about what attitude they would take tbwacd 
the neighborhood. 

The Chairman. Toward the neighborhood and the school there f 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes. 

The Chairman. What did thsy say? 

Mr. Hanlon. They didn't give me any decided answer. They 
told me the time would come when I would be heard on the ease* I 
didn't want to take no chance. 
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The Chairman. Did you buy this place before you made applica- 
tion for a transfer? 

Mir. HanijON. Noy sir; I am just renting that place. 
V f&a^ Chairman. You are just renting that place ? 

Mr. IIanlon. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Did you make your lease and refit tiie place before 
you got a transfer ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I got a lease for five years with the privilege of five 
more. 

The Chairman. Before you asked for a transfer ? 

Mr. Banix>n. Well,. no; that was under the conditions that I should 
get my transfer. 

The Chairman. Were; you represented by a lawyer in securing 
the transfer? 

Mr. HANiaN. I was^ sir. 

Tha Chairman. Who was your lawyer ? 

Mr. tli^LON. Mr. Mangan represented me at my first heanngy and 
Mr. KeaMe at my renewaL 

The Chairman. Tha renewal last November? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

Tha Chaibman. What did you pay Mr. Mangan ? 

Mr. Hanlon. $50. 

Thor Chairman. S5Q to secure your transfer? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

The. Chairman. Was that a retainer ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Just a fee. 

The Chairman. Just a straight fee to represent you whether you 
won OS. uoi ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

Thfi. Chaisman. What was Mr. Keane's fee? 

Mr. Hanlon. He- charged me the same. 

The Chairman. And did vou consider that you would need a 
lawver te- secure a renewal of your hcense there? 

Mr. Hanlon. I did, sir. 

The> Chairman>. Were there any protests against the renewal? 
Was that, why you felt you needed a lawver ? 

^ Mr. Hanlon. No, sir; I considered that the Antisaloon League- 
bad a lawyer fighting all those applications, and I thought it was neces- 
sary {or me to have a lawyer to represent me. ^fr. Shoemaker 
repr-esentad the Antisaloon League, and I couldn't really talk to Mr. 
Shoemaker like my lawyer would, so that I thought my business was 
worthy of a lawyer to represent me before the board. 

The C^iRMAN. Was there a church near you when you went 
over there^? 

Mr. Hanlon. What church, sir ? 

The. Chairman. Was there any church in the neighborhood? 

Mr. Hanlon. Not that I knew of. There was a little mission 
started up across the street when I made application there. That 
was started by a gentleman named Mr. Green. He started a httle 
mission there, and placed the antisaloon placards there just at the 
time I had made application. 

The Chairman. Was it not a Jewish synagogue that started over 
there? 
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Mr. Hanlon. There was a little organization — I don't know 
whether it was a synagogue or not — at flie time, of about 12 or 15 
men that came there. Thej had for their president Mr. Fedder- 
man, who was a wholesale hquor dealer, and they had come to me 
in the meantime and asked me if I would give them a little donation 
to buy a location for a church, and I refused them any donation. 
I told them no. At the time, the organization was over a tailor 
shop in Ninth Street. They had one room there. 

The Chaibman. Have they not since built a synagogue somewhere 
else? 

Mr. Hanlon. At a church property that Dr. Swem owned at Eighth 
and I Streets. 

The Chairman. They did locate there finallv? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. Dr. Swem did not tnink it was big enough 
for his congregation, and he purchased a place between Sixth and 
Seventh Streets. That is now located in the Northeast Temple; 
and they decided to buy that and occupy it a short while ago. 

The Chairman. The Northeast Temple ? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, sir; but Dr. Swem's church is at Eighth an4 I 
Streets. 

The Chairman. I thought you said they finally landed in the 
temple. 

Mr. Hanlon. Dr. Swem is located temporarily there — ^in the 
temple. 

Tne Chairman. While his church is building, he is located tempo- 
rarily in the temple ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. That is all, unless you want to say something 
more. 

Mr. Hanlon. The only real protest that I heard of against me was 
by my neighbor, Dr. Cole. I would Uke to state a few little facte about 
the matter. 

The Chairman. Just sit down and state them. You have a right 
to state anything you please. 

Mr. Hanlon. it seems to me that Dr. Cole was the first person that 
aroused mv curiosity about that neighborhood, in getting my liceAse 
transferred, through his agent, Mr. Kennedy. He sent him to me, 
and Mr. Kennedy encouraged me to think that Mr. Hettinger, Mr. 
Brahler, Mr. Ross, and several other saloon keepers who it was a 
possibility would be affected by the law, were after Dr. Cole's prop- 
erty for a saloon. These are the talks that came to me about it. I 
did not worry any about it, because I took my time. Dr. Cole spoke 
against me yesterday, and that was a piece of malice upon his part, 
for the simple reason that after my license was transferred Dr. Cole 
came to me with my attorney, Mr. De Lacey, who will corroborate 
this statement, and he said, ^' xou have made a mistake." He says, 
''That place is too small for your business. You need a place like 
mine," iie says. I says, "It is too late now. Doctor." He says, "It 
is not late yet. You can do it yet." So that I said no more about it. 
I was sitting in the parlor, in the front room, you know, when he says, 
"Mr. Hanlon, I am awful sorry you are affected by the law, and," he 
says, "it is a nice place for a barroom." He says, "I am particu- 
larly connected with the District officials, and I have no doubt I can 
h p you out in getting a Ucense." I said, "Will you go around the 
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neighborhood with me and see how they are situated toward a saloon 
in the neighborhood?" He says, ^'No; I will not do anything like 
that; but, he says, " I am particularly connected with the officials of 
the District, and I can do you a lot of good. We are all with you 
here." He says, ''Every man in the square is a drinking man. It is 
a wet square. 

The Chairman'. He said, '' We are aU wet men " ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. He says, *'It is a wet square. We are aU 
drinking men, and there is no reason why you can not get a license.'* 

The CriAiRMAN. Was that before you got your transfer ? 

Mr. HANrx>N. That was, and I had no idea of going in that neigh- 
borhood. I got the idea of going up there from Mr. Kennedy lettmg 
me know about that. That is aU I have to say about that. 

I was out front, speaking with a friend of mine who is a policeman, 
out there, and a policeman in the ninth precinct, and he came up ana 
slapped this policeman on the back, and he says,/* You mi^ht as well 
talk to this man all you want to now, because we will be losing him 
soon. Dr. Cole says all he is going to live for in this world now is 
to see Mr. Hanlon put out of business in that barroom next to him.'' 
I took the thing serious, and I said, ''Will you testify to that, Mr. 
Beach ? " He says, *' I certainly will." 1 was standing at the corner 
of Fifteenth and H Streets, myself and Mr. Hayden, and he came 
up, and he says those words. So that Mr. Beach says, '^Mr. Hanlon 
seems to be a good fellow, a law-abiding citizen," and he says, *' We 
have a right to protect him all we can. This evidence might do him 
some good some way," and he says, ''You remember that, Hayden." 
V'AU right," says Mr. Hayden. So that he will gladly come here. 

Dr. Cole says there are no police officers in the ninth precinct. I 
fancy there are very efficient officers in that precinct, because they 
have kept me under their eye pretti^ dose, and I have lived under 
the law, bjr the law, as close as possible, and done my best to meet 
the conditions of the business to the best of my ability. I have no 
mark against me in the 25 years I have been in the business. 

The Chairman. There is no mark against you in the police court? 

Mr. Hanlon. No, sir; nothing in tne police court, and nobody 
ever had occasion to call me down for anything. 

The Chairman. How long had you been in business at the other 
place? 

Mr. Hanlon. Thirty months. 

The Chairman. Beiore that what were you doing? 

Mr. Hanlon.'I was at Pennsylvania Avenue, No. 1004, between 
Tenth and Eleventh Streets. 

The Chairman. How long have you been in the barroom business ? 

Mr. Hanlon. About nine years ? 

The Chairman. Are you a native of the District, or did you come 
here from some other State ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I have been 15 years in the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. From what other State did you come here? 

Mr. Hanlon. I came to the District. 

The Chairman. From where ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I was an attendant at the Government Hospital for. 
the Insane. 

The Chairman. From what country did you come ? 

Mr. Hanlon. I came from Ireland here. 
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The Chaibman. From Ireland straight to the District of Columbia 9 
Mr. Hanlon. Yes, sir. 
The Chairman. From Tipperary ? 

Mr. Hanlon. Not exactly; from Eallamey. l^hat i&all I have to 
say, Mr. Sheppard. 

The Chairman. All right. 

TESTDtOlSrT OF SET. JOHIT MoHUBRAT. 

(The witness was sworn by the Chairman.) 

The Chairman. What is your location and calling, Doctor ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I am pastor of the Union Metnodist Episcopal 
Church, 814 Twentieth Street, NW. It is near Pennsylvania Avenue. 

The Chairman. Will you give your experiences with the Excise 
Board, if you have had any, or with the granting of saloon licenses, 
or with their renewal or transfer? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. May I just say a word or two in parenthesis ? 

The Chairman. Just take your own time about it*. 

Mr. McMuRRAY. For 20 or 25 years, ever since t have had very 
much to s^ about it, I have been opposed to saloons in one form or 
another, in Plainfield, N. J., I worted to secure a high license and 
restricted territory, that is having the saloons put in the residential 
section, which I did with some success in Jersey City, as Gen. Smith 
knows, and when I came to Washington I thought I would have abso- 
lutely nothing to do with saloons at all, because I thought I had had 
enough of it; out I had not been here very long before the people of 
our church and members of the Women's Qiristian Temperance 
Union asked me to see the Excise Board in regard to the transfer of 
Mr. Welch down on Pennsylvania Avenue, and to oppose the transfer 
on the groimd that Pennsylvania Avenue between Twentv-first and 
Twenty-second Streets is not a strictly business section, but rather 
residential. Really Pennsylvania Avenue, I have been told by the 
board, has been declared to be a business section, but it is a question 
of whether or not there are not just as many residences there as 
there are business places. At any rate, investiffating it, 1 found that 
over the stores, wnich are what one might csdl vafet stores — I call 
them that because they are shoe-repairing places and places of that 
sort, and in only one instance, at the comer of Twenty-fest and Penn- 
sylvania Avenue, is there anything Uke business done outside of the 
people who live in the community, of that kind. Of course there are 
tailor shops and there may possibly be one or two dressmaking estab- 
lishments, but in most cases the people live in the building where the 
business is done and are using the front part for business and the back 
part for residence, and over the places are two or three stories, and 
people are living there. I protested to the board against that, and 
1 said that they ought not to grant the license for tms saloon to Mr. 
Welch there because it was in a residential section of the city, with 
residences all around except just simply on Pennsylvania Avenue; 
and possibly on K Street between Twentieth and Twenty-first Streets, 
nothing but residences and these small tradesmen's businesses that 
are in a residence section and not a business section. It is a place 
in which I think the law ought to be interpreted to make the neigh- 
borhood a residence section. 
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Senator Thompson. Were 50 per cent of the buildings in the same 
block business ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I understand that is a very close estimate. I 
understand from Mr. Shoemaker that he finds that less than 50 per 
cent is business; but the police captains reported as a result of the 
investigation that 50 per cent was. But I have told you the nature 
of the business that is there, what you might call valet service for 
the people who live there; that is, where you get barbering done, or 
get your shoes repaired, or get your coat pressed, or something of 
that sort. I say that is valet service, and is not business the same 
as a shoe store would be where they sell shoes or do other business 
of that kind. That is the way in which I have been taught to regard 
a business section, as a place where business is done and not wnere 
mere service of that kind is rendered; because if you begin that way, 
every boarding house and every dressmaking estabfishment and 
every milUnery establishment would be classed as business, and you 
might get up a little business street in that way; but I do not regard 
that so, at all, and in that sense, I do not regard the block between 
Twenty-first and Twenty-second Streets as a business street. But 
Mr. Shoemaker tells me that even under those circumstances it is 
just a question of whether there are 50 per cent of those places that 
are taken up with business. 

I protested against that before the board, and at the same time 
there were people who lived right next to the saloon of Welch which 
was located there, who' owned the property, who protested to the 
board that the location of the saloon there would be a great damage 
to them, and it seemed as if the protest ought to be very strong and 
ought to be regarded, because there was no demand for the s^oon. 
Nobody petitioned for it, but people did oppose it. People who 
owned propertv right next to the location of the proposed saloon 
Opposed it. The license for that saloon was granted. 

The Chairman. Was that transferred from somewhere else? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Yes; it was transferred from Twenty-first and 
K Streets, or off down there. He wanted it transferred because the 
new law going into eflFect on November 1 would touch him and force 
him to move, and he wanted to locate there when there was an 
opportimity to do so. 

The Chairman. Why would the new law affect him in his old place? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Mr. Shoemaker can tell you that better than I. 
I have been here comparatively a short time and there are certain 
conditions that I have been imable to study out. 

The Chairman. I understand it was a residence section, also? 

Mr. McMuRRAT. Yes; probably that is it. I understand tiiat all of 
of that is really a residence section. 

The Chairman. How many people joined you in making this pro- 
test on the ground that it was a residence section? 

Mr. McMiiRRAT. So far as the Welch case is concerned ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Mc Murray. I could not tell you now, because I did not take 
the precaution at the time to count up the number. We thought it 
was sufficient to have protests from people who owned property in 
that vicinity. 

The Chairman. What proportion of the people in that vicinity 
did you have? 
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Mr. McMuRRAY. I do not believe I could tell you even that. 

The Chairman. Was it a large number ? 

Mr. M( Murray. Yes. 

The Chairman. Comparatively ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Yes, comparatively a large number. Some 
appeared before the board in protest, and others did not appear 
because they said it was scarcely worth while to appear before the 
board, ''Because," they said, ''we will be turned down; we will be 
browbeaten by some lawyer of the opposing side," or "it is no use to 
take our time to go down there under the circumstances to make a 
protest"; and of course they did not care to go. Others did not 
want to go because they said "If we go down there and protest we 
will be marked men, and our business will suffer in consequence." 
I have had experience enough so that I know enough not to submit a 
business man to anything oi that kind. If he goes in and testifies he 
suffers in some way; otherwise the number protesting would be very 
much larger. 

The Chairman. Was that the only ground of protest in that case? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. That was all; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. What other place did you say you had had experi- 
ence with ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I also had experience with a place that has been 
licensed by the board as a wholesale place; the place of Mr. Henry, 
a grocery store. I protested against that because I thought it was 
within 400 feet of our church, and the board remeasured it after I 
made the protest and found that it came within the 400-foot limit. 
Before that it did not come within the 400-foot limit because, by a 
process of measurementwhich this or some other board had instituted, 
they made the measurement 450 feet. That was not a right-angle 
measurement, but it was a very peculiar measurement. I will try 
to explain how the measurement took place. Pennsylvania Avenue 
runs aiagonally by our place, and it passes Twenty-first Street up to 
Twenty-second Street, and it runs in a diagonal direction. 

Senator Thompson. When was this measurement made ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. This measurement was made by Mr; Bride. It 
must have been made by the board in 1913, or at least that measure- 
ment accepted b v them ; else the place would not have been licensed 
at that time. There is a provision of the law that forbids the putting 
of a place of that kind within 400 feet of a church. The measure- 
ment, of course, on Pennsylvania Avenue runs diagonally. 

Senator Thompson. Did you see that measurement? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I did not see the process of measurement, but I 
saw the process of the measurement that was made perhaps not by 
the board but by those who wanted to be sure that the measurement 
was accurate. Mr. Henry explained to me the process of measure- 
ment by which he reached 450 feet. He measured up Pennsylvania 
Avenue, up to just a little park we have there on the corner of Twen- 
tieth and Pennsylvania Avenue, and then measuring down in front 
of our church. Of course that was altogether out oi the way as far 
as the measurement was concerned. It was not even on a straight 
line, and I called the attention of the board to the fact that by any- 
thing like not even an air-line measurement or anything of that kind, 
Mr. Henry's place was within 400 feet of the church, and I think 
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there was inclined to be a little protest against it. Anjrway, the meas- 
urement was made and they found that it was within 400 feet. 

Senator Thompson. They refused the license, then ? 

Mr. McMuRBAY. They refused a wholesale license, and Mr. Henry 
bought a place which I do not think is more than 50 feet further 
down on Pennsylvania Avenue, further away from our church. I 
hold that according to the measurement, making a proper interpreta- 
tion of the law as I found it in other places, Henry's place is still 
within 400 feet of our church. I do not know that without a dia- 
gram I can explain to you what I mean. 

The Chairman. Have you actually made a measurement? 

Mr. McMuREAY. I have not made it by line. I have paced it oflf, 
and it has been made by line by others. 

Senator Thompson. We have a plat here. 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Have you a plat with regard to the Harvey case, 
Mr. Hart ? 

Mr. Hart. It is not here; I will get it for you if you care to have it. 

Mr. McMuRRAY. By the way in which men walk or can walk 
undisturbed by anything that prevents them, walking entirely on 
property which belongs to the District of Columbia, it is possible to 
get from the front of our church to the front of Mr. Henry's store, 
at the present place where he has a license, in less than 400 feet. 

Senator Thompson. How many feet do you make it to be ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. It is just a little over 300 feet; it may be 310 or 
320 feet. 

The Chairman. Did you protest against that place ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Yes, sir; on the ground that even the new place 
was within the 400-foot limit of the church. 

The Chairman. Did they measure that ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I do not know whether the Board measured it or 
not. I only know that the Board granted the application and Henry 
received his license. 

There is another case. I do not care about saying veiy much 
about it, because I am very friendly disposed toward Mr. Harvey, 
and therefore I did not enter into any protest against his license; but 
that is one of the cases under consideration at the present time. 
Measurements have been made showing that Mr. Harvey's place is 
within 340 feet of our church. Mr. Henrv's place is nearer the 
church than Mr. Harvey's place is, so that ii Mr. Harvey's measure- 
ment is 340 feet, Mr. Henry's place is less than that. 

The Chairman. What kind of place is Mr. Harvey's place ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Hai'vey has a restaurant, and I want to say that 
if all places were run as Harvey's is run, I do not think there would 
be any opposition to them at all. The only ground of opposition to 
that place is that it happens to be within 400 feet of our church; 
something that we are not responsible for, but it is within the 400- 
foot limit. 

Senator Thompson. Could you not move the church ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I think we have been thinking a little bit about 
that. It is a case of Mr. Harvey being obliged to leave or our being 
obliged to leave, I am afraid. We did not protest against that, 
because the case seemed to be so clear that he was within the 400-foot 
limit. 



294 EXCISE BOARD OF THE DISTRICT OF COLtJMBIA. 

Another case which I protested was the case of Michael Raftery. 
He may be outside of the 400-foot limit from the three churches that 
are there. There is the Nineteenth Street Baptist Church, on Nine- 
teenth and I, and there is the Western Presbyterian Chumi, which 
is just exactly back of Raftery's saloon, and I think by proper 
measurement would probably come within the 400 feet. It is possi- 
ble that it is very close to the 400-foot Umit of our church. But the 
ground on which I protested against Raftery was, first, that our 
section is a residential section; in the second place, it was that tJie 
saloon itself now occupied by Raftery was formerly occupied by 
Donovan, and Donovan did not apply for renewal of his license. 
He closed up his place a month or two before the expiration of his 
license, because it did not pay. Mr. Donovan said tnat it did not 
pay. He voluntarily went out of business. He said, "It is not 
worth while for me to ask for a renewal of license." The man who 
preceded Donovan gave up his hcense because it did not pay him 
there. We therefore protested on the ground that the saKK)n was 
not needed there under the circumstances. Mr. Raftery had been 
transferred from some place east. I do not know just exactly where 
he was, but he was transferred to the comer of Twentieth and E 
Streets. I do not know how he came to be transferred from where 
he was to Twentieth and E Streets, because risjht across from the 
former location of Raftery's, at Twentieth and E Streets, there is a 
colored Baptist church, which was established there in 1913. Mr. 
Raftery was transferred to Twentieth and E Streets, I undw^tand, 
on May 14. I do not know how the transfer was made, but it seemed 
to me it was illegal, because this Baptist church is right across from 
the point to which Raftery has been transferred. RaJtery's location, 
of course, was in a residential section, although on a business block. 
E Street between Nineteenth and Twentieth has been said by the 
board to be a business block, and therefore possibly under the cir- 
cumstances Mr. Raftery had a right to stay there. I hold that if 
the board said that Raftery could not stay at Twentieth and E 
Streets because the block between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets, 
although a business block, was in a residence section, and therrfore 
ought to be considered as a part of the residential section, and the 
fact that that was not a busmess block was ignored when that was 
the CTound of their contention — I hold that the contention as to the 
blocK between Twenty-first and Twenty-second on Pennsylvania 
Avenue likewise holds true, because that is equally in a residei^ce 
section, and also possibly as to the block between Seventeenth and 
Eighteenth Streets. Between Eighteenth and Nineteenth Streets on 
Pennsylvania Avenue are two parks, and therefore that is not busi- 
ness. Beyond Twenty-second Street Pennsylvania Avenue is strictly 
residential, so that the point of contention is whethw the block 
between Twenty-first and Twenty-second Streets might be properly 
considered a business block in the sense that saloons should be 
allowed there. We hold that it ought not to be thus considered. 
We opposed Raftery because the saloon that had been riven up bj 
Donovan — nobody had appUed for a license for that place and it 
was evidently not paying, and no one seemed to talk of taking the 
place. It belonged to the Abner-Drury brewing concern. 

After 297 Ucenses were granted and the three remaining ones 
were to be granted we understood that the Miller Bros, apphed for 
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one of those three. We understood that another man somewhere 
east of us appUed for another, and we were very much surprised to 
find that Michael Raftery had appUed for one of the remaining 
licenses. He had been reiused one at Twentieth and E Streets. It 
could not have been because of a residential question raised, because 
he was on a business block. I can not understand it. That is one 
of the mysterious things I can not understand. I have my own 
ideas of tne situation. I do not know that I care to express them 
pubUcly, but I was told that Mr. Raftery was asked to consent to 
allow his Ucense to be not renewed, and that if he could find a fit 
location against which no objection could be placed he would be 
granted a ucense. I do not think I am divulging any secret when I 
say I was informed that at a meeting of the board that if Raftery 
would not apply for renewal of his hcense at Twentieth and E 
Streets, if a proper location could be found against which no objec- 
tion could be made, his Ucense would be granted. We did not know 
that attempt would be made to start a saloon in Donovan's place 
irntU one day I saw a representative of the board come up there with 
a measuring line and measure from the Western Presbyterian Church 
and our place and the Baptist Church to the saloon at that time 
occupied oy Donovan; and, knowing what I did, I came to the con- 
clusion that possibly that was a part of the deal, and if they could 
find that Donovan's saloon was outside the range of 400 feet from 
our three churches the Ucense would be granted^ but it seemed to 
me to be an outrage imder the circumstances, because Mr. Raftery 
has as his patronage out at Twentieth and E Streets a large percent- 
age of colored people. His new location would be about four or five 
blocks from his old location. The natural thing for us to conclude 
would be that at least part of his patronage there would follow him 
up to his new location between Nineteenth and Twentieth Streets. 
PersonaUy I objected to that because it would bring by our houses — 
and that has been verified by the result — on Twentieth Street, from 
his saloon on Pennsylvania Avenue between Nineteenth and Twen- 
tieth Streets, drunken negroes. 

The Chairman. You mean by your houses, or by the churches ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. By oup homes. I did not care to have either 
drunken white men or. drunken negroes coming by our place singing 
ribald songs at 1 and 2 and 3 o'clock at night, disturbing the rest at 
our own home, not to say anything about people Uving in our neigh- 
borhood. That thing is being done more or less. I protested to the 
board imder the circumstances, and I also stated that I could see no 
reason why Michael Raftery should receive a Ucense, imless it was 
simply to obey the behests of the brewing and Uquor interests. The 
building now occupied by Raftery is a building owned by the Abner- 
Drury Brewing Co., or at least it is held in the name of Drury, and 
the lawver who came before the board to advocate the granting of a 
license for Raftery, I imderstand, is the attorney for the Abner-Drury 
Brewing Co. 

Senator Thompson. Who is he ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Mr. Keane. Likewise it seemed to me that Mr. 
Raftery was nothing more or less than an agent or representative of 
the Abner-Drury Co. for the sale of their beer, or whatever distiUed 
Uquors they had a mind to allow in that building. I protested to 
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the board and stated that I did not thmk that Congress in passing 
this law intended that the Excise Board should be the agent for any 
brewing company or liquor interests in furthering their interests, and 
that is what it would amount to, that the Abner-Drury Brewing Co, 
might have another depot for the sale of its products, and also that 
the Uquor interests mignt have another depot for the sale of distilled 
liquors. I made the protest just as strong as I possibly could. I did 
that because I was requested to do so by the officials of our church, 
and I also represented others. You know how it is. The honorable 
members of tnis committee know that there are a multitude of people 
who, if they can find a mouthpiece, are willing to put everything upon 
him, and we are just simply flooded with requests to present tneir 
side where it can be heard. As a clergyman, I find that. When I 
came down this morning on the car a woman came to me and said, 
" If you have anything to say in behalf of our community to rid us of 
the saloons, I wish vou would.'' Then she went on and cited the 
case of her own family, where it was touched. She knew that I was 
a mi n ister and that 1 might have an opportunity to say something 
before this committee, or if I did not, that I might have an opportu- 
nity to say it to the press, or that I would have the opportunity to 
say it from the pulpit. People are coming to see me at my home 
asking me to do something lor that section toward cleaning it up. 
That IS the reason I have been interested in it, why I was interested 
in it before I came here and have been interested in it ever since. 

I appeared before the Board of Excise a large number of times in 
regard to all those places in that section, because we wanted to clean 
it up. I want to say that I have received good treatment generally 
on me part of the board, I have not any famt to find with the treat- 
ment that I have received; but it is a case of their being very nice, 
and going on and doing what they feel Hke doing. I have come to 
the conclusion, I think very properly. Senator — I have come to feel — 
that they were a set of puppets m the hands of interests stronger than 
they are, either the Hquor interests or pohtical interests, or backed 
by the hquor interests of the country, and that they were not able to 
do the things that they wanted to do. I want to give them credit 
for that much, that I think they are all good men; out I think they 
can not do the things they want to do and would like to do. 

The Chairman. Anything else, doctor, we would be glad to have? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. I have some other things, but I do not care to 
take up the time of this honorable committee with them. 

Senator Thompson. You have covered the ground in your protests ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. Have you entered any petitions when you 
made these protests ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. No ; I have not. 

Senator Thompson. You did not present any petitions to the 
board ? 

Mr. McMuRRAY. No; I did not, because other agencies did that. 
The Women's Christian Temperance Union got up petitions and 
presented them to the board. I myself wrote a personal letter in 
every case to the board in behalf of our church. 

Senator Thompson. There were petitions of protest in these cases ? 

Mr. McMuERAY. Yes; and I represented our church, the con- 
stituency of which lives in that immediate neighborhood. 
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Senator Thompson. You made a statement before the board ? 
Mr. McMiiBRAY. Yes, in each case; and I think the public press 
will bear out that statement, because there were some items in the 

fress in regard to the way in which I was turned down by the board, 
want to say, too, that I have no feeling of malice toward the board* 
I have the highest respect for them, and if there was any way at all 
in which I could avoid saying the things I am forced to say, 1 would 
not do it; but I simply can not do it. The people of our community 
are after me to try to do something to clean up that community, it 
is a residential section, and we do not want the saloons up there, 
because you know what they stand for as well as I do. We have 
had some of the saloons cleaned out there; and some real estate people 
have said to me that property values are increasing as the result of 
the cleaning out of those saloons. I hope there will be some more of 
the same kind. 

ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY OF DR. JOHN T. COLE. 

The Chairman. You heard the testimony of Mr. Hanlon ? 

Mr. Cole. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Proceed in your way to make any comment that 
may occur to you. 

Mr. Cole, i wish to disabuse Mr. Hanlon's mind of any idea of 
there being any malice in my remarks here yesterday. 1 was not 
after Mr. Hanlon. But I am not so easy as the doctor who gave such 
a pleasant recitation just now. I am after the Excise Board, not 
Mr. Hanlon. I object to the saloon being next to my home and 
office. As to negotiations pending for my property through Mr. 
Hanlon, when the Jones- WorKs bill was passed it was rumored aroimd 
the neighborhood that that would be a wet block, and I had numerous 
demands over the telephone as to the price of my property, and to 
know if I would seU. When I learned that the liquor people were 
after locations, I then thought of selling, to get out of it. it wound 
up by applications for licenses on either side of me, one at No. 818 — I 
live at No. 820 — and Mr. Hanlon's place is No. 822. If I could have 
sold at that time, I would have sold. That has all been covered at 
both hearings. There is no secret about it. But what I do want to 
emphasize is that I have no malicious feeling toward Mr. Hanlon. 

The Chairman. Your object in wanting to sell was to get out of the 
vicinity into which you fjelt a saloon was coming; was that the idea? 

Mr. Cole. I was afraid of it, and it has been a thorn in my side 
ever since I have been there. That is about all I have to say in regard 
to it. 

The Chairman. Very well, sir. 

Gen. Smith, would you mind taking the stand again for a few 
minutes ? Senator Thompson wants some information about a place 
at the corner of Fourteenth and U Streets. 

ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY OF BOBEBT Q. SMITH. 

Senator Thompson. General, you were asked yesterday about 
saloon places where intoxicating hauor was sold in the city under 
license. Do you know of any double doors or double arrangements 
where hquor is sold under a single license in such places ? 
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Mr. Smith. You have just mentioned the place at Fourteenth 
and U. 

Senator Thompson. You know of that place? 

Mr. Smith. That is a half circular bar, and the colored are served 
on one side and the whites on the other; an arrangement that seems 
better than to have them mixed at the one bar. 

Senator Thompson. There are two buildings there, are there not — 
two entrances ? 

Mr. Smith. There is only one entrance now. 

Senator Thompson. That is No. 1942-1944. That is right, is it 
not? 

Mr. Smith. I think it is No. 1942. 

Senator Thompson. There is just one hcense, anyhow, to O'Hanlon 
& O'Connor ? 

Mr. Smith. There is one license and one barroom. 

Senator Thompson. The fact is that there are two rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. It is all one room. 

Senator Thompson. And there was at one time a solid partition 
between the two, and there is an opening ? 

Mr. Smith. It is not used now. 

Senator Thompson. That is the way it was originally ? 

Mr. Smith. It may have been. I have never seen it. 

Senator Thompson. Anyhow, there is an opening to accommodate 
a bar for the two rooms ? 

Mr. Smith. The waU is where it used to be, I presume. . 

Senator Thompson. Do you not remember about the bar running 
on both sides of that center partition ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. And around through the opening ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That would reaUy be a bar in two rooms? 

Mr. Smith. A bar in two rooms, if you wiU have it so. 

Senator Thompson. Is it not a fact ? I just wanted to know what 
the truth of it was. Do you know of any other place like that in the 
city? 

Mr. Smith. Yes; I do. 

Senator Thompson. Where else? 

Mr. Smith. At the comer of Fourteenth and Rhode Island Avenue. 

Senator Thompson. That is the John F. Manahan Co. ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

The Chairman. They have a similar arradgement there? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. What is the situation there as to the building ? 

Mr. Smith. One room with a circular bar, or a half circular bar; 
whites on one side and colored on the other. That is, according to 
our inspection. I do not know 

Senator Thompson. They draw the color line in the saloon business 
sometimes ? 

Mr. Smith. They try to do that in some places. 

Senator Thompson. Do you know of any other places, general? 

Mr. Smith. I do not recall any. 

The Chairman. Do you remember how many restaurant licenses, 
or what you call restaurant licenses, have been issued ? 

Mr. Smith. Fifty-one. 
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Senator Thompson. Generally, where a restaurant license is issued 
it indicates both a bar and sale at the tables, does it not, or in the 
restaurant ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. The restaurant licenses entitles the holder to 
serve intoxicating Uquors at a bar or in the dining room only. 

Senator Thompson. Under the law are there not simply two 
licenses, what you call a barroom hcense and a wholesale Ucense ? 

Mr. Smith, i es. 

Senator Thompson. How do you make that distinction ? 

Mr. Smith. But there is a paragraph that provides for the recog- 
nition of restaurant estabhshments, ii after the inspection the Excise 
Board sees fit to 

Senator Thompson. That is in connection with the bar ? 

Mr. Smith. Oh, yes. Why should the Excise Board be interested 
in an establishment that does not sell liquors ? 

Senator Thompson. I beg your pardon; I did not understand. 

Mr. Smith. I say the Excise Board would have no authority over 
an estabhshment that did not sell liquor. 

Senator Thompson. I was trying to get at whether it was a distinc- 
tion that you had made by your rmes, or how it was arrived at. The 
law seems to indicate two lands of Ucense, one a barroom license and 
the other a wholesale Ucense. The board, as I understand it, makes 
another subdivision and caUs one of the licenses a restaurant Ucense, 
which includes both barroom and restaurant. 

Mr. Smith. No; I think paragraph 14 wUl bear me out. 

Senator Thompson. It may be. You say paragraph 14 authorizes 
that? Section 14 of your rules says: 

Sec. 14. There shall be three classes of barroom licenses, as follows- 

That is simply a rule of the board, is it not ? 

Mr. SMriH. No; I am looking for 

Senator Thompson. Anyway, there is what you caU a restaurant 
Ucense to which is usuaUy attached a barroom, is there not ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. When I say 51, I mean 51 Ucensed restaurants 
with the privilege of dispensing intoxicating Uquors. 

Senator Thompson. As a restaurant and as a bar ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. It indicates in most places two places where 
the liquor is sold or used or drunk ? 

Mr. Smith. Yes. 

Senator Thompson. That is all. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

Senator Thompson. If there is any statement you have to make 
we wUl be glad to hear it. 

Mr. Smith. I am an unfortunate culprit before this august body, 
and it does not seem fair for a gentleman, particularly one of the cloth, 
to come here and maUgn, abuse, and scandalize. I am surprised that 
a man of his cloth would do such a thing, and afterwards meagerly 
apologize for it. What did he say they were — puppets ? 

Senator Thompson. No; he was giving simply his final conclusion. 

Mr. Smith. No; he was referring to the members of the board; and 
I think I might have had one champion on the committee who would 
ask that that be taken back. 

The Chairman. You said about as much as he did, so that you 
have got no kick coming. 
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Mr. Smith. Well, if we stand even here, I am satisfied so long as we 
are even. 

Senator Thompson. We regard what he said as only a personal 
opinion. 

The Chairman. Yes. You will have your opportunity, General. 

Mr. Smith. I still have the opportunity of answering, have I not? 

The Chairman. Yes. ♦ 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

The Chairman. The committee is going to stand adjourned now, 
so far as the taking of testimony is concerned, until 10.30 o'clock, 
Monday morning, and if at that time anybody wishes to be heard 
in rebuttal of anything that has been said, or regarding anything 
else in connection with this inquiry, they will be heard at that time; 
and this statement will be given to the papers. 

(At 6.15 o'clock p. m., the committee adjourned until Monday, 
March 1, 1915, at 10.30 o'clock a. m.) 
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